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ABSTRACT 
The aim of this study was to generate a model (or theory) that explains students' 
concerns as they tackle non-routine mathematical problems. This was achieved 
by using the grounded theory approach as suggested by Glaser and Strauss 
(1967) and further developed by Glaser (1978; 1992; 1998; 2001; 2003). The 
study took place in the context of a problem-solving course offered at the 
undergraduate level. As methods of data collection, the study made use of the 
problem-solving rubrics (or scripts) that students generated during the course. 
Other sources of data included interviews with the students and observations in 
class. 
The model generated as a result of this study suggests that problem solving can 
be seen as a four-stage process. The process was labelled `solutioning' and is 
characterised by students trying to resolve the following concerns: 
Generating knowledge; 
Generating solutions; 
Validating the results, and 
Improving the results. 
The model also makes reference to pseudo-solutioning as an alternative approach 
to solutioning. During pseudo-solutioning, instead of tying to resolve the 
concerns listed above, students focus on trying to satisfy the academic 
requirement to submit an acceptable piece of work. Thus, pseudo-solutioning can 
be seen an important variation to solutioning. 
After presenting the model of `solutioning', the study provides an illustration of 
how it can be used to describe students' processes. This is done in a set of case 
studies in which three problem-solving processes are considered. The case 
studies provide a view of how the model developed fits the data and serves to 
highlight relevant patterns of behaviour observable as students solve problems. 
The case studies illustrate how the concepts suggested by the model can be used 
for explaining success and failure in the processes considered. 
This study contributes to the study of problem solving in mathematics education 
by providing a conceptualisation of what students do as they try to solve 
problems. The concepts that the model suggests are relevant for explaining how 
students resolve their main concerns as they tackle problems during the course. 
However, some of these concepts (e. g., `reducing complexity', `blinding 




Cognitive scientists have been concerned about investigating problem solving 
with the aim of learning about human reasoning in tasks that range from well- 
defined, laboratory-like situations to considerably more complex problems. In 
doing this, they have investigated the skills and knowledge that influence 
problem solving and that may lead to success in dealing with a range of 
situations (Greeno, 1978). 
Furthermore, the importance of problem solving has been highlighted by the 
attention it has received from teachers and researchers in mathematics and 
science education. In the case of the mathematics education, arguments about the 
relevance of problem solving are often based on reports such as Mathematics 
Counts (Cockcroft, 1982), in England; and An Agenda for Action (NCTM, 1980) 
and Curriculum and Evaluation Standards for School Mathematics, in the United 
States (NCTM, 1989). These reports stress the importance of teaching higher 
order skills to students and suggest that problem solving is a viable way of 
achieving this aim. 
It may be said that the aims of cognitive scientists and education practitioners 
and researchers converge in an interest (be it implicit or explicit) to improve 
people's ability to solve problems. 
The present study recognises the importance of problem solving in mathematics 
education and supports the idea that efforts should be made to help students 
become better solvers. It may be argued that, in order to do this, mo types of 
research are required: research that focuses on understanding human problem 
solving, and research that focuses on developing and/or evaluating ways of 
teaching effective problem-solving behaviours. While these two types of research 
can be seen as two separate strands, it may be said that the latter can benefit from 
the knowledge generated by studies that aim to explain how students solve 
problems. The present study seeks to generate understanding on mathematical 
problem solving and the next section takes a closer look at the position adopted 
to achieve this. 
1.1. RATIONALE AND AIM OF THE STUDY 
This study took place in the context of the mathematics problem-solving course 
offered at the University of Warwick. The idea of looking at the course emerged 
from an interest in investigating mathematical thinking in non-routine, problem- 
solving situations. In this sense, the course offered a valuable opportunity for 
observing the way in which students deal with mathematical problems that 
require them to make decisions such as which knowledge to apply and how to 
apply it. In a previous study, Mohammad-Yusof (1995; 1998) had looked at 
students' changes in attitudes and beliefs as a result of following a related course. 
However, her study focused on affective issues rather than how students solved 
problems. 
Consequently, the aim of the present study was defined as that of generating a 
model of students' problem-solving processes, using the course as the context of 
the study. It was also established that the model should only make reference to 
issues of relevance to the students involved and to their problem-solving 
-, 
processes. Thus, it was decided against using a predefined theoretical 
framework or introducing categories from other studies. The methodology 
chosen for this study was the grounded theory approach as suggested by Glaser 
and Strauss (1967) and further developed by Glaser (1978; 1992 ; 1998; 2001 ; 
2003). In terms of this methodology, the aim was defined as follows: 
To provide a substantive theory (or model) that explains students' main 
concerns as they tackle non-routine mathematical problems. 
By a `substantive' theory it is meant a theory developed for a particular area of 
enquiry (as opposed to a `formal' theory that is more conceptual and is not 
restricted to a particular domain; see Glaser and Strauss, 1967). ' Furthermore, 
theories generated from a grounded theory approach aim at conceptualising the 
main `concern' or problem that the participants are constantly trying to resolve. 
In Glaser's words: 
[T]his [main] concern is not a professional interest, nor a general public 
interest, and not an exceptional interest of the researcher. For better or 
worse in the researcher's view, it is what the participants are trying to do, 
and act as such. It is always there and will emerge out of collection, 
coding and analysing much data, if not squelched by preconceptions. 
(Glaser, 2001, pp. 103-104) 
Thus, the present study adopted a focus on "what the participants are trying to 
1 See also Section 3.1.2.2. 
3 
do" and not a preconceived stance. Consequently, the model that emerged 
focuses on the main concerns that students try to resolve as they solve problems. 
As will be seen, the term `students' is an intentional generalisation that highlights 
the fact that it is patterns of behaviour that are of interest and not particular cases. 
As a result of the study, it was observed that students' main concerns are: 
generating knowledge (i. e., information and understanding), generating 
solutions, validating the results, and improving them. These concerns can be 
summarised in a main concern called `solutioning'. Solutioning has an important 
variation known as `pseudo-solutioning' which suggests that, instead of trying to 
resolve the concerns mentioned above, students focus on generating an 
academically acceptable piece of work. The model is presented in Chapter 4 and 
it explains how students resolve these concerns as they tackle non-routine 
mathematical problems. 
The terms `model' and `theory' are used interchangeably throughout the thesis. It 
is assumed that a theory in the social sciences is a model that explains social or 
psychological behaviour based on the systematic use of evidence (Hoover, 1992; 
Lewins, 1992). In this sense, the model presented represents also a (substantive) 
theory, of problem solving. 
Furthermore, the purpose of the study can be classified as `pure' (Schoenfeld, 
2000), in the sense that its aims is to generate understanding about students' 
processes and not to provide direct answers to questions like 'how to improve the 
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course' or `what teaching method works best'. In spite of this, there is an 
explicit interest in generating relevant information about the %v ay in which 
students solve problems. Information that is relevant may be useful for helping 
students become better problem solvers and to assist course tutors and course 
developers. Thus, although the purpose of the study is not `applied', an indirect 
aim is that the results should be useful to those interested in improving 
mathematics instruction. 
1.2. OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 
The study consists of five chapters besides the current one. Chapter 2 provides a 
discussion of the literature in relation to problem solving. The aim of this chapter 
is to suggest how the present study fits with other work that has been done in the 
area and the contribution that it intends to make. Thus, the chapter starts by 
considering early studies in problem solving as conducted in the cognitive 
sciences. It continues by suggesting how the study of problem solving evolved 
from using mainly well-defined problems to focusing on problem solving in less 
laboratory-like contexts. After considering the study of problem solving from a 
general perspective, the chapter discusses the study of problem solving in 
mathematics education. This discussion considers salient studies on problem 
solving in this particular domain and assesses their influence and contribution. A 
final consideration is made in relation to frameworks for teaching problem 
2 Schoenfeld described the purposes of mathematics education research as follows: `Pure' (basic 
science): to understand the nature of mathematical teaching, thinking and learning. 'Applied' 
(engineering): to use such understanding to improve mathematics instruction. (Schoenfeld, 2000, 
p. 641) 
i 
solving and their impact on practice as well as on research. This chapter 
highlights the contribution that this study aims to make by studying problem 
solving using a grounded theory approach. 
Chapter 3 provides an account of the methodology used for this study. The 
chapter is divided in three parts that suggest a `chronology' of how the views of 
the methods of data collection and analysis evolved. Part I discusses the context 
of the study, the methodology chosen, and the first decisions that were made in 
relation to the methods of data collection. As for Part II, it discusses the 
`exploratory' and `pilot' studies. These preliminary studies served to test and 
further develop the methods of data collection and analysis established in Part I. 
Finally, Part III presents the methods of data collection and analysis that were 
employed in what can be called the `main' study. In all, this chapter considers 
important methodological issues in relation to this study and explains how it was 
conducted. 
Chapter 4 presents `Solutioning' as the model of problem solving that was 
generated as a result of this study. The model was generated by following the 
grounded-theory approach and thus provides a conceptualisation of how students 
solve problems. The model explains the main concerns of students as they tackle 
non-routine mathematical problems and how these are resolved. Although some 
aspects of the model could be considered as descriptive, it succeeds in raising 
important concepts that represent general patterns of behaviour observed in the 
way students solve problems. It may be argued that some of these concepts may 
also be relevant to contexts other than the one in which they were generated. 
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Chapter 5 provides an illustration of how the model can be used to analyse 
students' processes. This is done in a series of case studies in ww hich three 
students' rubrics are described using the model as theoretical framework. The 
descriptions presented in the case studies are intended to be read in conjunction 
with the rubrics (provided in Appendix 3). The descriptions of the rubrics 
illustrate how the concepts suggested by the model account for important aspects 
of students' problem-solving processes. The discussion at the end of the chapter 
also serves to highlight how the model can be useful for explaining why some 
students may be more successful than others during mathematical problem 
solving. This section illustrates how the model fits the criteria for evaluating 
grounded theories, namely, `fit', `relevance' and `work'. 
Finally, Chapter 6 starts by looking at the nature of the study and at the 
contribution that it makes to the study of problem solving. The second section of 
this chapter takes a closer look at the model that was generated and discusses 
some of the most relevant concepts that it proposes. Some indications about the 
usefulness of these concepts, as well as suggestions for future research, are 
provided. The study concludes with some final comments and considers the 
possibility of a `formal' (as opposed to `substantive') theory of problem solving. 
7 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1. INTRODUCTION 
Problem solving has been of interest to researchers in areas such as philosophy. 
psychology, artificial intelligence, neuroscience, linguistics, anthropology and 
education. In relation to mathematical problem solving, it has not been developed 
in isolation but has been influenced by research into human problem solving. It 
may be said that findings in the cognitive sciences have had a considerable 
influence in the research questions and methods employed in the study of 
mathematical problem solving (Schoenfeld, 1987a). 
The aim of this chapter is to discuss the approaches that have been taken towards 
the study of problem solving and to locate the present study within work that has 
been previously done in the area. This is first done from the perspective of the 
cognitive sciences, particularly from the perspective of those psychological 
studies conducted during the past century and that continue to influence the study 
of problem solving nowadays. After this, the review takes a closer look at studies 
of problem solving in mathematics education. 
The chapter is structured in five sections. Section 2.2 explores the early studies 
on problem solving conducted by Gestaltist psychologists. Gestaltists were 
particularly interested in what they called `productive' thinking. Although they 
were able to generate interesting contributions to the study of problem solving, 
these did not consolidate as theories. As for Section 2.3, it looks at the 
information-processing approach to problem solving. This approach emerged in 
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part as a reaction to the methodological limitations of the Gestaltist's approach. 
However, it may be said that other factors such as the development of computers 
since the 1960's have played an important role its development. One of the 
criticisms made to this approach is the fact that its theories were, in most cases, 
based on well-defined, laboratory-like problems. This, critics argue, made 
generalisations to more sophisticated problems difficult or in some cases 
unfeasible. Section 2.4 discusses two different reactions to this criticism: the 
study of problem solving in domain-specific situations and the study of problem 
solving in complex (usually computerised) environments. 
After a discussion on problem solving in the cognitive sciences, Section 2.5 and 
Section 2.6 deal with the study of problem solving in mathematics education. 
The former section discusses how the issue of problem solving has been explored 
in mathematics education and how some of the main theories have emerged. 
Section 2.6 discusses `teaching' frameworks that have been developed in 
mathematics education. Among these are Polya (1957) and Mason, Burton and 
Stacey's (1982) problem-solving frameworks. Although these were not 
developed in a `scientific' way, they have influenced mathematics education 
practices and have provided a basis for further research, including the present 
study. 
2.2. PROBLEM SOLVING AS A DIRECTED AND PRODUCTIVE 
ACTIVITY 
The Gestalt approach to thinking (and problem solving) emerged as a reaction to 
the stimulus-response theories put forward by associationists (e. g.. Thorndike, 
9 
1911) and behaviourists (e. g., Skinner, 1958). Gestaltists argued that problem 
solving is the result of mentally arranging complex situations into organised 
wholes. They suggested that problem solving is possible when the observed 
situation is restructured in such a way that a solution can be `seen'. Being able to 
`see' this solution is the outcome of flashes of insight that allow the solver to 
reorganise situations into coherent structures (Kohler, 1927). As Dellarosa 
(1988) put it, Gestaltists "believed perception to be an active, constructive 
process, not a passive, `reflexive' one" (p. 9). Thus, for Gestalt psychologists, 
problem solving was seen as an activity that consisted of giving meaning to a 
problematic situation rather than experimenting with it in an undirected way. In 
other words, Gestaltist psychologists maintained that thinking can be productive 
and that it can lead to generating new ideas and understanding (Wertheimer, 
1959). 
Making a distinction between productive and reproductive thinking is an 
important contribution of the Gestalt approach to problem solving (Moates and 
Schumacher, 1980). Productive thinking involves creating a solution by 
combining different ideas about the situation in a novel way. Reproductive 
thinking, on the other hand, involves solving problems "by recall, by mechanical 
repetition of what has been drilled, by sheer chance discovery in a succession of 
blind trails" (Wertheimer, 1959, p. 11). In other words, reproductive thinking 
involves applying learnt habits without trying to examine the situation in a 
meaningful way. 
Gestaltist psychologists' interest in productive thinking manifested in the tN pc of 
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problems that they investigated. These were largely `insight' problems in which 
solvers "must discover a crucial element and once this element is discovered all 
the other elements fall into place and the problem is solved" (Dunbar, 1998, p. 
291). An example of such a problem is the `Six-Stick' problem that requires the 
solver to arrange six sticks in a way that four equilateral triangles, with each side 
one stick long, are formed. The `Six-Stick' problem can be considered an 
`insight' problem that requires solvers to discover that such arrangement can 
only be possible in three dimensions. 
Besides `restructuring' and `productive thinking', Gestalt psychologists 
introduced other ideas to the study of thinking and problem solving. Some of 
these ideas are discussed in Sections 2.2.1. Section 2.2.2 looks at the legacy of 
the study of problem solving from a Gestaltist approach. 
2.2.1. Stages of problem solving and problem-solving set 
Gestaltist psychologists suggested that problem solving occurs in stages. In The 
Art of Thought, Wallas (1926), explained problem solving processes as a series 
of four discrete phases, namely, `preparation', `incubation' `illumination' and 
`verification'. Presenting problem solving as a series of steps towards a solution 
incorporates some of the most important ideas proposed by Gestaltists. Among 
these ideas, `illumination' seems to be the main focus of the approach. As can be 
observed below, it is during this phase that a solution is achieved and where a 
mental restructuring of the situation may occur. The four phases proposed by 
Wallas are discussed below. 
0 Preparation. The solver recognises the problem as one w here a certain 
goal must be achieved, starting from a given state and under certain 
conditions. The solver makes some attempts at understanding and solving 
the problem. 
" Incubation. If after some attempts the problem cannot be solved, the 
solver may stop working and thinking about the problem for a while. 
Gestaltists maintained that although incubation does not involve any 
conscious effort at solving the problem, the solver continues to work on 
the problem in an unconscious way. 
0 Illumination. It is at this stage that sudden flashes of insight occur. 
Insights are presented as the result of both preparation and incubation, 
although Gestaltists seem to attribute it mainly to the latter. Insights are 
those moments when it becomes clear to a solver how a solution can be 
achieved and they may precede or announce a mental reorganisation of 
the situation. 
" Verification. This stage consists of making sure that the situation can be 
solved in the way `revealed' by the insight. As Best (1995) suggested, 
from a Gestaltist perspective "this stage is the least complicated and is 
usually no more than a simple checking to make sure that the insight 
worked" (p. 414). 
Some of the ideas proposed by Wallas continue to be of relevance nowadays. For 
instance, Mason, Burton and Stacey (1982) suggested that putting a question 
aside and mulling on it for a while may lead to moments of insight "in which the 
whole question or a significant part of it seems to fall into place" (p. 127). These 
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ideas closely relate to Wallas's `incubation' and `illumination' stages defined 
above. Other studies such as Garofalo and Lester's (1985) and the present stud} 
consider issues that can be related to preparation and verification. However, 
contrary to the Gestaltist approach, the present study considers these issues to be 
at least as important as issues related to the moment when a solution is generated. 
Another important idea introduced by Gestaltists was the idea of `problem- 
solving set'. This concept can be broadly defined as approaching a new situation 
in a particular way that is based on prior experience. Although problem-solving 
set can have positive effects on problem solving (Dominowski and Bourne, 
1994) the Gestaltist approach seems to focus on its negative effect. This fact can 
be related to the idea of problem solving as a process that consists of suitably 
reorganising information about the situation. From this perspective, an inability 
to modify or restructure the way one sees the situation is seen as detrimental to 
the solving process. For instance, Gardner and Runquist (1958) conducted a 
study to investigate the idea of problem-solving set and its effect on students' 
problem-solving processes. Their study consisted of presenting students with a 
series of problems that could be successfully solved by applying a particular 
method. After this, students were presented with a second series of problems that 
required the use of simpler (but different) methods. The authors observed that 
students found it difficult to solve the `simpler' problems and argued that the 
familiar method acted as a problem-solving set that prevented students from 
successfully dealing with the new series of problems. 
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2.2.2. The legacy of the Gestaltist approach 
An important aspect of the Gestalt approach was its aim to direct psychologists' 
attention to more `meaningful' thinking processes than the ones behaviourists 
were dealing with. In other words, the aim of Gestalt psychologists was 
characterised by an attempt to change psychologists' attention from the study of 
simple stimulus-response sequences to observing more holistic and complex 
thinking processes (Dellarosa, 1988). In this way, Gestaltist psychologists 
proposed a number of ideas that would influence future studies on problem 
solving and that continue to be of interest nowadays. 
According to their critics, however, some of the ideas that Gestaltist 
psychologists proposed were too vague to be studied in an objective way. This is 
particularly evident in the fact that ideas such as `incubation' and `illumination' 
are not easy to define or to interpret concisely (Mayer, 1992). For instance, the 
idea that `incubation' is due to unconscious mental work is difficult to accept as a 
testable hypothesis. In addition to this (and possibly as a consequence), many of 
the studies in which Gestaltist ideas were tested were based on scientifically 
unacceptable methods such as introspection or anecdotal evidence (Ericsson and 
Hastie, 1994) and thus could not be accounted for as theories. As Greeno (1978) 
put it: 
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While the studies conducted by Gestaltist psychologists provided 
numerous interesting examples of thinking processes that were analysed 
insightfully, few general principles emerged that could lead to the 
development of a solid body of theory. 
(Greeno, 1978, p. 140) 
In short, it may be said Gestaltist psychologists' intentions of investigating 
productive thinking lacked the support of suitable methods for dealing with 
complex thinking processes (Dunbar, 1998). 
In spite of the difficulties, some researchers have been able to investigate some 
of the ideas proposed by the Gestalt approach in more rigorous ways. In a series 
of studies, Metcalfe (1986a; 1986b) and Metcalfe and Weibe (1987) provided 
empirical evidence that supported the idea of insight as a sudden and unexpected 
restructuring of the problem situation. In the latter study, for example, the 
authors compared `warmth ratings' (or students' perceived nearness to a 
solution) in insight and non-insight problems. In the case of insight problems, 
they perceived a sudden increase in the students' warmth rating whereas for non- 
insight problems the change was incremental. Thus, the study provided empirical 
evidence to "indicate, in a straightforward manner that insight problems are, at 
least subjectively, solved by a sudden flash of illumination" (Metcalfe and 
Wiebe, 1987, p. 243). 
But even if the issues raised by Gestaltists are scientifically investigated, it may 
he said that the study of problem solving as a sudden reor`anisation of 
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information leads to another important limitation. Although it may be accepted 
that issues such as illumination and insight play an important role during problem 
solving, there are other aspects of the process that need to be studied as well. For 
example, issues such as how the problem is made sense of, or how a new 
solution is verified or improved once it is achieved, are also worth considering. 
The present study agrees with other studies (e. g., Siegler and Jenkins, 1989) in 
that there are important limitations in an approach that focuses mainly on the 
discovery aspect of problem solving. 
2.3. INFORMATION PROCESSING THEORIES 
It has been suggested that information-processing theories of problem solving 
emerged as a reaction to the limitations observed in the Gestalt approach, 
particularly in relation to its lack of `scientific' methods for investigating 
problem solving (Moates and Schumacher, 1980). Furthermore, besides failing to 
produce `acceptable' theories (Dellarosa, 1988), Gestaltist explanations were 
considered as incomplete since they failed to provide "a prescription for problem 
solving" (Hunt, 1994, p. 217). Consequently, researchers searched for alternative 
approaches and investigated different avenues. However, attributing the 
emergence and evolution of the information-processing to the rejection of 
Gestaltism creates a distorted view of this approach. The information-processing 
approach to human cognition can be better seen as the result of multiple events in 
the scientific context (including a mounting criticism to Gestaltism and 
behaviourism) that allowed this approach to emerge. 
The information-processing approach places emphasis on problem solving as a 
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process and focuses on the events that make human cognition possible 
(Sternberg and Salter, 1982). However, in contrast to the Gestalt psychologists, 
information-processing theorists do not try to study thinking processes as a 
whole but proceed by dissecting "complex behaviours into simpler component 
stages" (Massaro and Cowan, 1993, p. 388). In other words, researchers 
interested in how information is processed focus on detailed accounts of thinking 
processes and aim at creating accurate descriptions of these accounts. Dellarosa 
(1988) suggested that most contemporary models of problem solving have, in 
some way or another, been influenced by the information-processing approach. 
An important idea behind information-processing theories is that humans process 
information "almost entirely serially, one process at the time, rather than in 
parallel fashion" (Simon, 1978, p. 273). Short- and long-term memory also play 
important roles in explaining human information-processing activity. Short-term 
memory consists of the elements or ideas that are processed at each stage and 
there is a limit to the amount of information it can handle at a given time (Miller, 
1956). As for long term memory, it allows the storage of considerably more 
information than short-term memory and in a relatively permanent way. Long- 
term memory may provide information that can be retrieved for solving the 
problem. Furthermore, it is in long-term memory that relevant new ideas will be 
stored for retrieval at a later time. Information-processing theory assumes that an 
ability to manipulate information in the short-tem memory is essential for 
efficient problem solving (Guenther, 1998). 
Information-processing theorists were interested in some of the issues proposed 
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by Gestaltists (such as the stages in which problem solving occurs). However, 
they were more concerned with rigour and making more objective hypotheses 
and analyses. For this purpose, they employed think aloud methods and 
constructed protocols to register solvers' thoughts as they tackled a problem. The 
use of verbal protocols for recording solvers' thinking processes can be 
considered as an important methodological contribution to the study of problem 
solving (Ericsson and Oliver, 1988). In their search for objectivity, psychologists 
following the information-processing approach were able to create precise 
descriptions of human problem-solving processes, but as we shall see in Section 
2.3.2, such descriptions failed to explain important aspects of this activity. 
The development of computers in the 1960's and the following decades provided 
the necessary resources for the evolution of the information-processing approach. 
With the availability of computers, researchers started to develop models of 
problem solving that could be programmed and run in a computer (Ibid). This 
influenced not only the way in which these models were developed but also the 
way in which they were validated. Problem-solving models were considered as 
valid if, once translated into a computer simulation program, they served to 
emulate human problem solving behaviour. In other words, the possibility of 
being able to model a theory of problem solving became not only a property of 
information-processing theories but also a good indicator of the accuracy of the 
theory (Mayer, 1992). This is not to say that all information-processing models 
of problem solving were expressed in a computerised form. However, being able 
to provide accurate descriptions of a solving process (as is required for computer 
simulations) is a general characteristic of the information-processing approach 
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(Medin, Ross and Markman, 2001) and this is typified by Newell and Simon's 
(1972) theory. 
2.3.1. Newell and Simon's theory on human problem solving 
Newell and Simon (1972) proposed an information-processing theory that 
models general problem-solving behaviour, i. e., problem solving that is generally 
observed rather than solver- or situation-specific. Developed over the decade 
preceding its publication, and noted as one of the most salient in the field, the 
theory was based on four propositions, namely: 
1. Few, and only a few characteristics of IPS [Information Processing 
Systems] are invariant over task and problem solver. 
?. These characteristics are sufficient to determine that a task environment is 
represented (in IPS) as a problem space, and that problem solving takes 
place in a problem space. 
3. The structure of the task environment determines the possible structures 
of the problem space. 
4. The structure of the problem space determines the possible programs that 
can be used for problem solving. 
(Newell and Simon, 1972, pp. 788-789) 
Since these propositions have influenced other information-processing studies of 
problem solving, it seems important to discuss them further. 
The first proposition translates into the idea that there are a few generalisable 
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strategies that solvers use for solving a problem. Newell and Simon maintained 
that the strategies that they identified were independent of domain-specific 
knowledge or experience. According to information-processing theories. 
differences between successful and unsuccessful processes can be explained by 
the strategy chosen and by the efficiency (or inefficiency) of the solver's short- 
term memory (Guenther, 1988; Hunt, 1994). Working forwards towards a goal 
and working backwards from goals to givens are two of the strategies proposed 
by Newell and Simon. Further studies (see Simon, 1978) have suggested other 
strategies that in some cases are variations, combinations or extensions of the 
ones generated by Newell and Simon. 
The second proposition suggests that once a problem is understood, solvers 
generate a series of alternatives that allow them to move from an initial stage to a 
solution. This series of alternatives is what Newell and Simon called the 
`problem space'. A problem space is a `map' or a description of all the possible 
routes that can be taken in order to advance towards the goal defined by the 
problem. Once a problem space is generated, the solver's task is to choose 
among the alternatives. In Newell and Simon's words: 
Initially, when a problem is first presented, it must be recognized and 
understood. Then a problem space must be constructed or, if one already 
exists in long-term memory, it must be evoked. Problem spaces can be 
changed and modified during the course of solving. 
(Newell and Simon, 1972, p. 809) 
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The third proposition suggests that, for a given problem, it is possible to 
determine the problem space based on the characteristics of the task. Newell and 
Simon acknowledged that it was not possible to generalise this statement to any 
type of problem. However, they maintained that, at least in the type of problems 
they considered, it was possible to determine all the possible routes directly from 
the task. 
The fourth proposition is particularly related to the third in the sense that, if it is 
possible to determine all the possible routes that solvers might take to solve a 
problem, then it is possible to create a general model of human problem-solving 
behaviour. In Newell and Simon's case, this was done through a computer 
program (the General Problem Solver) that was able to imitate human problem- 
solving behaviour in chess, cryptarithmetic and puzzle-like tasks. 
It may be said that these four propositions established the assumptions that 
underlie not only Newell and Simon's but most information-processing theories. 
Moreover, the influence of these propositions seems to be pervasive in most 
contemporary studies on problem solving: As Ericsson and Hastie (1994) put it: 
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These [fundamental] assumptions [of the information-processing 
approach] lead to the image of the thought process as movement from 
location to location, tracing a unique path through a 'problem space' of 
potential knowledge states. These same assumptions underlie the 
ubiquitous tendency by investigators to summarise complex thinking 
strategies in terms of a model series of substages in flow charts. 
(Ericsson and Hastie, 1994, p. 48) 
Cobb (1987) warned, from a constructivist perspective, against taking this 
computer-influenced approach to problem solving as the only possibility for 
analysing problem-solving behaviour. He suggested that information-processing 
theories of problem solving tend to focus on those activities that can be 
expressed in formal (programmable) language and leave out other important 
issues. It may be difficult to disagree with Cobb in the idea that information- 
processing theories are in some way restricted by their methodological approach. 
However, it is this well-defined methodological approach that allows 
information-processing researchers to generate `scientific' accounts of problem 
solving, something Gestaltist psychologists failed to achieve (see Dellarosa, 
1998). It is to this and other criticisms of the information-processing approach 
that we now turn. 
2.3.2. Criticism made to information-processing theories 
An important criticism to information-processing theories is that they describe 
problem solving but fail to provide explanations that give a sense of better 
understanding of how a solution is generated. Information processing simulations 
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of how problems are solved do not deal with issues such as the creation of ne« 
ideas or assigning meaning to a new situation (see Cobb, 1987). Instead. problem 
solving is treated as a process where information is transformed by means of 
operations that can be modelled in a formal way, i. e., by manipulating syntactic 
rules. Computer programs of problem solving simulate human thinking and aim 
at reproducing it. However, the actions that these programs conduct cannot be 
`meaningful' and they do not generate the information and understanding that 
eventually allow humans to solve a problem. 
Computer simulations of problem-solving processes allow researchers to analyse 
strategies and resources (such as memory and knowledge) and how they are used 
for processing information during problem solving. Nonetheless, these 
simulations are limited in the sense that they do not make evident how strategies 
are generated or how information is discriminated or brought forward. Dellarosa 
(1988) explains this situation alluding to the Gestaltist perspective. 
Ironically, Gestalt psychologists are among the strongest critics [to the 
information-processing approach]. They hold that the most important 
aspects of human reasoning have not been explained or even exhibited by 
computer simulation models. 
(Dellarosa, 1988, p. 16) 
Information-processing psychologists reacted against the Gestaltists' subjective 
approach to problem solving. In doing so, they chose to focus on generating 
detailed descriptions of what solvers do as they tackle a problem. However, it has 
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been suggested that an accurate description of problem solving does not 
constitute a theory but a method for representing a situation (Mayer, 1992). 
Furthermore, information-processing theories suggest that the solver does not 
add anything to what is known about the situation. The idea of a problem space 
suggests that all the necessary information is already there even before the solver 
starts tackling the problem. This view of problem solving can be considered as 
`sterile' (in Poincare's (1982) terms) in the sense that it purports that information 
is manipulated and implicitly negates the creation of new knowledge or ideas. 
Although Gestaltists psychologists were criticised for focusing on difficult-to- 
measure variables such as `insight' and `restructuring', the fact that they were not 
able to study such issues in a satisfactory way does not mean that they are not 
relevant. According to constructivists, information-processing theories ignore 
issues that are related to the meaning humans assign to their mental actions. 
Cobb (1990) argued that information-processing theories are not adequate 
enough to deal with the issue of meaning in mathematics. What Poincare (1982) 
calls fruitful reasoning in mathematics, for instance, is an aspect of problem 
solving that information-processing theories do not seem to deal with: 
What is the nature of mathematical reasoning? Is it really deductive as is 
commonly supposed? A deeper analysis shows that it is not, that it 
partakes in a certain measure of the nature of inductive reasoning, and 
just because of this is it so fruitful. 
(Poincare, 1982, p. ? 9) 
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Anderson, Reder and Simon (2000) argued against the criticism raised by 
constructivists against the information-processing approach. They suggested that 
knowledge and understanding can be represented symbolically in such a way that 
reasoning can be computer simulated. In their argument, Anderson et al. seemed 
to suggest that this is possible for `decomposed' and `decontextualised' mental 
activities but not for complex problem-solving situations. 
From the perspective of the present study, the information-processing approach 
can be criticised for investigating the researchers' concerns rather than those of 
the solvers. Information-processing theorists investigate problem solving as an 
activity that can be simulated. In doing so, they inevitably focus on those 
activities that are programmable and neglect others that, since they reflect what 
students are actually trying to do, are of utmost relevance. 
Another important criticism that was made to the information-processing 
approach to problem solving is related to its generalisability. Information- 
processing theories study problem solving from the perspective of well-defined 
problems. A well-defined problem is a problem for which the initial state, the 
goal and the conditions are clearly defined, and for which there is known to be at 
least one way of reaching the goal (Sternberg and Ben-Zeev, 2001). It may be 
said that the decomposed and decontextualised mental activities that Anderson et 
al. allude to belong to this category. Critics of the information-processing 
approach argued that the theories derived from studying well-defined problems 
do not apply to the way humans tackle `real-life' problems and that therefore 
they cannot be generalised (Mayer, 1992). Ericsson and Hastie (1994) explained 
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this situation in the following way: 
Doubts about the representativeness of highly controlled, limited pre- 
experimental knowledge laboratory tasks are the basis for the most 
common criticisms of the information-processing approach. Is this 
approach relevant to cognition in everyday life? Much of this criticism is 
not specific to the theoretical assumptions of the information-processing 
approach, but implicates the methodological tactic of beginning research 
by studying subject's performance in unnatural, controlled laboratory 
tasks. 
(Ericsson and Hastie, 1994, p. 52) 
Information-processing theorists anticipated this type of criticism and suggested 
that their theories contained elements that were common to a range of problem- 
solving situations. Newell and Simon (1972) argued that their theory was based 
on specific problem-solving situations but suggested that further generalisations 
were feasible. Later, Simon (1973; 1978) suggested that solvers treat ill-defined 
problems as well-defined problems once a goal has been specified. Nonetheless, 
this generalisability was not taken for granted and researchers started to look for 
ways of investigating problem solving in more `real-life' situations. 
It may be said that the study of problem solving from an information-processing 
approach has led to important contributions. These contributions can be 
summarised as the identification of important components of human thinking and 
an interest in the study of the interaction of these components "with their entire 
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context" (Anderson et al., 2000, p. 2). Nevertheless, an interest in studying this 
interaction in complex situations has raised questions that may require a different 
approach. The next section discusses the study of problem solving from two 
different perspectives that emerged from the observed limitations in information- 
processing theories. 
2.4. GOING BEYOND WELL-DEFINED PROBLEMS 
The study of well-defined problems by the Gestaltists and information- 
processing theorists allowed researchers to gain knowledge and understanding of 
problem solving. However, researchers started questioning whether what was 
learnt through the study of well-defined problems could be extended to the 
problems that people experience in their everyday lives or other complex 
situations. As suggested above, a good part of the criticism made to information- 
processing theories did not challenge the methods used or the evidence 
underlying their claims. What seemed to worry critics was whether the results 
from information-processing theories could inform about cognition outside the 
context in which they were created. 
In other words, one of the main questions that were raised in relation to 
information-processing theories had to do with the type of problems that they 
considered. Researchers started to question whether or not studying problem 
solving in these situations served to inform about thinking and problem solving 
in more complex situations. They started wondering whether or not what was 
learnt by looking at well-defined problems could be generalised to solving what 
can be generally called `ill-defined' problems. Thus, before considering their 
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reactions towards this criticism, it is important to discuss what is meant by ill- 
defined problems. 
As indicated above (Section 2.3.2), well-defined problems are problems for 
which the initial state, as well as the goal and the conditions, are clearly specified 
and for which there is at least one path to the solution. Well-defined problems are 
associated with simple laboratory problems that can be solved in a relatively 
short period of time. A problem that is not well-defined can be labelled as 'ill- 
defined'. Best (1995) suggests that a problem is ill-defined 
if the start state is vague or unspecifiable, if the goal state is unclear, or if 
the operations required to change the start state into the goal state are 
unclear. 
(Best, 1995, p. 425) 
Whereas the definition of well-defined problems was relatively unproblematic, 
the definition of ill-defined problems was so general that it could hardly be 
considered a category of problems. Although researchers disagreed about the 
importance of this lack of specification (Quesada, Kintsch and Gomez, 2003), 
what seemed to matter most to researchers was moving away from laboratory- 
like problem-solving situations to situations that resembled the types of problems 
that people deal with in their everyday lives. 
According to Funke and Frensch (1995a), North American and European 
researchers responded differently to the need of a new approach towards the 
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study of problem solving. On the one side, researchers in North America started 
to investigate problem solving in areas where content knowledge plays an 
important role such as physics, writing and solving managerial problems (see 
Chi, Feltovich and Glaser, 1981; Bryson, Bereiter, Scardamalia and Joram, 1991, 
Wagner, 1991). Funke and Frensch suggested that, in adopting this approach, 
North American researchers were abandoning the idea of generating a global 
theory of problem solving and focused more on a domain specific perspective. In 
contrast, researchers in Europe concentrated on the study of `complex problem 
solving', or CPS. CPS researchers maintained the aim of generating a global 
theory of problem solving. Their approach was to investigate `complex' solving 
situations, usually through computer simulated environments known as 
microworlds. 
2.4.1. The study of problem solving from a domain-specific 
perspective 
The `domain-specific' perspective to problem solving, or what Funke and 
Frensch (1995a) called the North American perspective, refers to research 
conducted mainly in the United States during the 1970's and following decades. 
Problem-solving studies from this perspective have been more widely published 
than the studies on `complex problem solving' (Quesada et al., 2003). It is this 
perspective, which can be seen as the direct evolution of the information- 
processing approach, that most studies make reference to and from which most 
researchers derive their frameworks (Ibid). The evolution from information- 
processing to domain-specific meant changing the types of problems that were 
studied but preserving many of the views suggested by earlier by information- 
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processing theories. 
The main difference between information-processing and domain-specific 
theories is that the former suggest the possibility of defining general problem- 
solving strategies that apply to all areas of knowledge (Simon, 1978). Domain- 
specific theories, in contrast, maintain that problem solving depends on domain 
specific knowledge which is particular to each domain and is only acquired after 
years of experience (Mayer, 1992). This view led researchers to study expertise 
and how the transition from being a novice to becoming an expert takes place. 
Other studies focused on the role of previous content-knowledge and on whether 
this knowledge can be transferred from one situation to another (Guenther, 
1998). Thus, expertise and transfer can be considered two important concerns of 
the domain-specific perspective of the information-processing approach. These 
concerns are briefly discussed below. 
Expertise 
Domain-specific studies suggest that experts' knowledge base makes them better 
solvers than novices in their area of expertise. The advantage of experts over 
novices can be explained by the greater amount of information that experts store 
in their long-term memory and that can be retrieved for dealing with particular 
situations (Lesgold, 1988). Moreover, studies have suggested that experts have 
the ability to represent situations in ways that enable them to solve problems in 
more efficient ways (e. g., Larkin, McDermott, Simon, and Simon, 1980). It 
seems that not only the amount of knowledge is important for expert problem 
solvers but also the quality of this knowledge in terms of how clearly it is 
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understood and represented. This seems to be the case in solving physics 
problems (see Lesgold, 1988) as well as in developing mathematical proofs 
(Weber, 2001). 
Transfer 
Another question that has been addressed in relation to the domain-specific view 
of problem solving is whether knowledge that is generated in one domain can be 
useful in other domains. A number of studies have pointed towards the idea that 
knowledge in one domain does not transfer easily to other domains and that 
solvers find it difficult to generalise from one situation to another (e. g., Hayes 
and Simon 1977). Gick and Holyoak (1980), for instance, conducted an 
experiment that suggested that knowledge that has been acquired in one situation 
is not necessarily applied spontaneously in other domains. They suggested that 
although the solver may have the capacity to use information from one domain 
into another, actually using it is not something that solvers usually do. 
Hunt (1991) suggested that, in the light of the evidence that studies on problem 
solving provide, there is little hope for a global theory on problem solving. 
According to the author, what can be concluded from studies on problem solving 
is that being `concrete' (i. e., procedural), rather than conducting pure reasoning 
at all times, seems to be a common strategy when it comes to dealing with a new 
situation: 
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The picture that emerges is one of a solver who has memorized a huge 
number of tricks of the trade, rather than one who has derived a powerful 
strategy for reasoning. Local optimality acquired at the expense of global 
consistency. This bothers people (particularly academics) who like to 
think of themselves as Homo sapiens. Shouldn't we value pure reasoning? 
(Hunt, 1991, p. 393) 
Hunt suggests that seeing problem solving as an activity in which the solver's 
strategies are determined by the domain leaves little room for a general theory on 
problem solving. Considering the results of studies on problem solving, he 
argues that it would be better to focus on how expertise is acquired rather than on 
describing how problem solving is conducted in different domains. However, the 
present study can be used as an example to argue against Hunt's view. Although 
this study can be considered as domain-specific in the sense that it looks at the 
particular domain of problem solving, it maintains that it is possible to provide a 
`conceptual' view of how students solve problems. ' Other researchers interested 
in `complex problem solving' argue that a global theory of problem solving can 
be developed by studying how solvers perform in what they called `complex' 
situations. This approach will be discussed next. 
3 This conceptual account can be achieved by using an orthodox grounded theory approach. This 
approach places emphasis on conceptualisation rather than on description of the situation being 
observed (Glaser, 2001). For instance, instead of describing how students tackle problems, the 
present study focuses on global issues such as `reducing complexity'. The present study suggests 
that students `reduce complexity' (Section 4.2.1) to deal with situations that appear difficult to 
handle. This general behaviour has been identified in other studies (e. g., Hazzan, 1991; 2001) and 
it seems feasible that this strategy is also employed in problem solving in other contexts. Thus, 
the stance adopted here does not support the idea that domain-specific studies cannot contribute 
toi global theories of problem solving. 
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2.4.2. Complex problem solving: The aim for a general theory of 
problem solving 
Complex problem solving, or CPS, differs from the domain-specific approach in 
that its aim is to generate theories of problem solving that are applicable across 
different contexts. To do this, CPS researchers explore problem solving through 
activities designed to make the solver's previous knowledge as irrelevant as 
possible for dealing the problem. These activities usually involve a considerable 
number of variables that change over time and which effects are not easy to 
measure. Furthermore, these activities are ill-defined in the sense that they do not 
have clearly defined goals, initial states or conditions (Funke and Frensch, 
1995a). According to CPS supporters, this allows them to explore mental 
processes that are not involved when `simple' tasks are presented. Also, this type 
of tasks allows them to explore problem solving behaviour as a general activity 
and not as a cognitive process that is described in terms of the specific domain in 
which it takes place. 
Brehmer and Domer (1993) suggested that the dilemma associated with 
investigating complex problem-solving situations in simple, laboratory tasks and 
in complex, real-life situations can be resolved by using computers as a tool for 
research. They argued that, by generating computer tasks that can simulate 
complex situations, and by having solvers trying to `resolve' them, it is possible 
to study complex problem-solving behaviour in the laboratory without being 
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restricted to simple tasks. ' 
Thus, a common characteristic of CPS studies is that problem-solving is usually 
explored through microworlds (Quesada et al., 2003). Microworlds are computer 
environments that can simulate complex fictitious situations involving a large 
number of interdependent and constantly-changing variables. An example of 
these environments is the "Firechief ' microworld (Omodei and Wearing, 1995), 
a computerised problem-solving program that requires solvers to extinguish a 
forest fire. The software provides the solver with resources and with a changing 
situation that places different demands during the solving process. 
In spite of CPS researcher's efforts to generate a unified approach to problem 
solving, critics suggest that this approach has not been concretised (Quesda et al., 
2004). Funke and Frensch's (1995b) compilation of CPS studies can be seen as 
an attempt to provide a unifying picture of problem solving from the European 
perspective. However, it seems that the boundary between CPS and other types 
of problem solving remains largely undefined, as is a global theory of problem 
solving. 
In sum, it may be said that since the Gestaltist psychologists proposed that 
It may be pointed out that the present study shares with CPS the aim of looking at complex 
problem-solving situations. However, whereas the CPS approach places emphasis on making 
content-knowledge as irrelevant as possible, this study seeks generate a substantive theory of 
problem solving. For this reason, the present study can be better classified as a domain-specific 
study (hut with an aim that is not related to the information-processing approach). 
34 
problem solving needed to be studied as a productive rather than a reproductive 
activity different approaches to the study of this activity have emerged. The 
information-processing approach aimed at making the study of problem solving 
more `scientific' by placing emphasis on the research methods employed. It 
seems that using different methods affected both the questions asked and the 
answers provided to these questions. The information-processing approach was 
criticised for, among other things, focusing on studying problem solving in the 
context of well-defined problems. This, critics argued, led to theories that were 
non-generalisable, and consequently to the emergence of other approaches. The 
study of problem solving from a domain-specific perspective and from the 
perspective of complex, context-free situations are the most salient of such 
alternative views. 
Since the aim of this study is to provide a substantive theory that explains 
students' main concerns as they tackle non-routine mathematical problems, it is 
important to discuss problem solving from a mathematics education perspective. 
Mathematics education has been influenced by research in psychology and the 
cognitive sciences. However, as it will be discussed, mathematics education 
researchers have also developed their own frameworks that guide present and 
further research. 
2.5. PROBLEM SOLVING IN MATHEMATICS EDUCATION 
To be sure, research in mathematical problem solving has not evolved as a 
suhcategoiy of the cognitive sciences. However, advances in psychology and 
artificial intelligence have provided mathematical problem solving with 
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frameworks for shaping its questions and methods of research (see Anderson, 
Reder and Simon, 2000). For instance, the influence of the behaviourist 
perspective to the study of thinking can be observed in the approach taken by 
studies conducted in the 1950's, 60's and 70's. In these studies, mathematical 
problem solving was usually approached from a stimulus-response perspective. 
The hypotheses that underscored these studies focused, in general, on the 
relationship between the types of problems and the rate of correct/incorrect 
responses provided by the solvers (Bell, 1979). 
Educational research during the 1950's and through the 1970's focused 
particularly on quantitative analyses of the product of the mathematical activity 
(Schoenfeld, 1987a). However, starting in the mid seventies, researchers became 
aware of the need for approaches that could shed some light into the processes of 
dealing with mathematics and not only on their products (Ibid). This led 
researchers to look into the cognitive sciences for theoretical approaches that 
could be used for studying mathematical performance. 
Schoenfeld's (1985a, 1985b) work can be considered as pioneering in adopting a 
systematic approach to the study of problem-solving processes. In Mathematical 
Problem Solving (1985b) he proposed a framework that can be used for 
analysing problem-solving behaviour. This framework consists of four areas 
defined as: 
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Cognitive resources, the body of facts and procedures at one's disposal; 
heuristics, `rules of thumb' for making progress in difficult situations: 
control, having to do with the efficiency with which individuals utilise 
knowledge at their disposal; belief systems, one's perspective regarding 
the nature of the discipline and how one goes about working in it. 
(Schoenfeld, 1985b, p. xii) 
Widely used as a basis for other studies on problem solving (see, for example, 
Defranco, 1996; Lerch, 2004), Schoenfeld's four-element framework can be seen 
as a series of hypotheses derived from two sources. On the one hand, the 
framework was based on previous studies on problem solving conducted by 
psychologists and other cognitive scientists. The influence of information- 
processing theories is evident in the framework, particularly the work of Newell 
and Simon (1972). On the other hand, the framework incorporated the results of 
a number of studies that Schoenfeld had conducted in the decade prior to the 
publication of his 1985 book. 
The introduction of the use of verbal protocols to mathematics education can also 
be, at least in part, attributed to the influence of his work (see Schoenfeld, 
1985a). Due to the importance of Schoenfeld's work in contemporary studies on 
mathematical problem solving, the elements of his framework are discussed in 
detail. 
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2.5.1. Schoenfeld's framework for looking at mathematical 
problem solving 
As previously indicated, Schoenfeld's framework consists of four areas that are 
considered to be important in mathematical problem solving. The first area that 
he discussed refers to the cognitive resources that students have at their disposal 
for solving a problem. Schoenfeld suggested that knowing what facts, procedures 
and skills students can use as they solve a problem is necessary to generate the 
`problem space', i. e., the model of the possible routes that can be followed to 
solve the problem (see Section 2.3.1). He explained that: 
an inventory of what individual problem solvers know and the ways in 
which they access that knowledge is essential if we are to understand 
what takes place in a problem-solving session. 
(Schoenfeld, 1985b, p. 46). 
The second area that Schoenfeld discusses is `heuristics'. Heuristics are `rules of 
thumb' or methods that solvers employ as general strategies for solving 
problems. Schoenfeld suggested that there is a degree of overlap in the heuristics 
employed by expert problem solvers, even if they approach novel situations in 
different ways. He argued for the identification and characterisation of these 
strategies and suggested they be defined in a level of detail that could make them 
useful for students. He suggested that previous failures to help students become 
better solvers through teaching strategies such as those suggested by Polya 
(1957; see Section 2.6 below) were, in part, due to the generality in which 
strategies were expressed. Schoenfeld proposed that this situation could be 
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improved by increasing the degree of detail in which these strategies were 
described (see also Schoenfeld, 1987a): 
Despite the fact that heuristics have received extensive attention in the 
mathematics education literature, heuristic strategies have not been 
characterised in nearly adequate detail... In most studies, the 
characterization of heuristic strategies was not sufficiently prescriptive. 
Not nearly enough detail was provided for the characterisation to serve as 
guides to the problem-solving process. 
(Schoenfeld, 1985b, p. 73-74) 
Control, defined as the way solvers use the information at their disposal, is the 
third element of Schoenfeld's model. Control refers to metacognitive or 
managerial decisions that solvers make as they tackle problems. These decisions 
refer to what students consider needs to be done to achieve a solution. Defining 
goals and subgoals, choosing a strategy, evaluating and assessing results, and 
making plans are all examples of metacognitive decisions. Schoenfeld suggests 
that having a large number of detailed heuristics at one's disposal is only 
effective if they are efficiently managed. 
The fourth element of Schoenfeld's model refers to belief systems. The author 
suggests that: 
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The performance of most intellectual tasks takes place within the context 
established by one's perspective regarding the nature of those tasks. 
(Schoenfeld, 1985b, p. 35) 
In other words, he suggested that the way problem solving is conducted is partly 
determined by the beliefs a person holds, particularly in relation to mathematics 
and to what it means to `do' mathematics. However, how this happens is not 
made clear. 
Schoenfeld's framework represents one of the most systematic efforts at 
modelling problem-solving behaviour in mathematics (Lester, 1994) and has 
been considerably used in other studies (see Section 2.5.2 below). However, the 
framework does not establish how each of its four elements interrelate during 
problem solving and thus does not explain problem solving `as a whole'. The 
relationship between the elements of the framework is implicitly suggested by 
Schoenfeld but not clearly addressed. It may be said that the studies described in 
Mathematical Problem Solving (1985b) were not aimed at gathering information 
about interrelation but were aimed at testing particular aspects of the framework. 
For instance, in one study, Schoenfeld investigated the use of heuristics on 
students that had taken a problem-solving course. In another study, the author 
made a comparison between expert and novice solvers. Through these studies, 
Schoenfeld was able to gather evidence supporting the importance of the 
elements of his framework but not how the elements interrelate. 
Another criticism that can be made to Schoenfeld's framework is that the four 
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areas that it considers do not necessarily fit what students are trying to do during 
problem solving. These areas were generated taking the results of previous 
studies as a basis but they do not always relate to what students actually do (see 
Section 2.5.2 below). To avoid this pitfall, the present study adopts an approach 
that focuses on students' concerns as they solve problems and in explaining how 
they are resolved (see Chapter 3). 
2.5.2. Studies related to Schoenfeld's framework 
The studies that Schoenfeld presents in Mathematical Problem Solving (1985b) 
are partly based on the methodological framework that he introduced in the first 
part of this book (although the studies helped to shape the framework as well). 
These empirical studies are, in many cases, based on the type of studies that were 
being conducted in the cognitive sciences at that time. For instance, Schoenfeld 
conducted an adapted version of a study in which Chi, Feltovich and Glaser 
(1981) compared the way experts and novices categorised physics problems. In 
his study, Schoenfeld compared how `experts' (faculty members) and `novices' 
(undergraduate students) sorted a set of 32 mathematical problems "accessible to 
students with a high-school background in mathematics" (Schoenfeld, 1985b, p. 
248). Like Chi, Feltovich and Glaser, Schoenfeld found that experts seemed to 
classify problems by their `deep structures' whereas novices based their 
categories on the `surface structures' of the problems. Furthermore, the way in 
which Schoenfeld designed the experiment allowed him to determine whether the 
students' status of `novice' improved after a course on problem solving. In 
relation to this, Schoenfeld concluded that: 
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This comparison of surface and deep structure proportions provides an 
indirect indication that the experimental's group problem perceptions 
became more `expert-like' as they became better problem solvers. 
(Schoenfeld, 1985, p. 258-259) 
In another set of studies, Schoenfeld compared the verbal protocols of experts 
and novices as they solved problems. In these studies, the author noticed 
important differences in the executive or control skills that they displayed. He 
argued that experts and novices used their time differently during problem 
solving. In the case of novices, the time was mostly spent on reading the 
problem, choosing an approach and working on it for most of the solving session. 
As for experts, they not only took more time to analyse possible approaches, but 
also showed evidence of monitoring the activities that were conducted. In all, the 
author suggested that: "For the most part, students are unaware of, or fail to use 
the executive skills demonstrated by the expert. " (Schoenfeld, 1992, p. 356). 
Defranco (1996) further studied the notion of expert mathematical problem 
solver suggested by Schoenfeld (1985b, 1992). In a first experiment, Defranco 
replicated Schoenfeld's work on problem-solving expertise by collecting 
information in the form of verbal protocols from six PhD mathematicians. This 
cohort was considered as a group of experts and Defranco expected that, based 
on Schoenfeld's work, their displayed problem-solving behaviour would include 
a positive expression of the following: 
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Domain knowledge (the tools a problem solver brings to bear on a 
problem), problem-solving strategies (Polya-like heuristics), 
metacognitive skills (issues of control - selecting strategies and solution 
paths to explore or abandon, appropriate allocation of one's resources, 
etc), and a certain set of beliefs (a particular world view of mathematics). 
(Defranco, 1996, p. 196) 
The resulting data indicated that the PhD mathematicians did not display the 
expected attributes of experts. In the light of this, Defranco proceeded to study 
the problem-solving behaviour of two groups defined in the following way: 
Group A- eight men who earned a doctorate or its equivalent in 
mathematics and have achieved national or international recognition in 
the mathematics community, and 
Group B- eight men who earned a doctorate in mathematics but have not 
achieved such recognition. 
(Defranco, 1996, p. 196) 
By comparing the problem-solving behaviour and comments of these two 
groups, Defranco concluded that group A mathematicians displayed the problem- 
solving attributes that Schoenfeld assigned to experts. Group B mathematicians, 
on the other side, behaved more as novices. This led Defranco to suggest that 
being a problem-solving expert goes beyond possessing the content knowledge 
necessary for tackling mathematical problems. His study supports the idea put 
forward by Schoenfeld that "other attributes such as problem-solving skills, 
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metacognitive skills, and a certain set of mathematical beliefs" (Defranco, 1996, 
p. 209) are also necessary. 
In another study conducted by Lerch (2004) the author investigated the problem- 
solving processes of a group of undergraduate students. Although she stated that 
the purpose of her study was to build understanding of students' processes "from 
the students' perspective" (Lerch, 2004, p. 22), what she meant by this statement 
is not clear. Instead of analysing how students `do' mathematics (her stated aim), 
the analysis was based on Schoenfeld's framework and on discussing how issues 
in relation to `control and `beliefs' were manifested in students' processes. 
In relation to the issue of control, Lerch noted that: "None of the students 
exhibited the types of control decisions Schoenfeld (1985b) identified as 
important for successful problem solving. "(Lerch, 2004, p. 28). In relation to 
students' belief systems, the discussion focused on the choices that students 
made during their processes and on relating those choices to students' 
interpretation of the problem or to the resources that they had at their disposal. In 
both cases, it may be said that Lerch's analysis seemed to be limited rather than 
enhanced by the theoretical framework used. Her analysis leaves the reader 
wanting to read more about what students actually did as they solved the 
problems. By discussing students' problem-solving process in terms of what they 
do not do suggests that interesting aspects in relation to what students do were 
actually left out. This is particularly true considering her aim to understand how 
students `do' mathematics `from their own perspective'. 
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In sum, Schoenfeld's framework has been used to investigate problem solving 
in a number of studies. Schoenfeld's own studies and the two studies presented 
above are examples of such investigations. Though the framework has helped to 
advance what is known about mathematical problem solving, it is apparent in 
some instances that researchers seem to employ the framework without 
considering its limitations or its appropriateness for their studies. It was 
suggested that one of the limitations of Schoenfeld's framework is that, although 
it proposes four constructs that can be used for analysing problem-solving 
behaviour, these constructs are not sufficiently interrelated. It is unlikely that 
merely providing more detailed descriptions of these elements will increase what 
we know about the interrelations among them. What may be needed is a more 
holistic perspective in which problem solving is not seen as a collection of 
elements but as interrelated patterns of behaviour. As for the present study, it 
may be said that adopting a grounded-theory approach provided the research 
methods necessary for investigating patterns of behaviour manifest as students 
solve problems. This resulted in the development of a model that highlights 
students' concerns and explains how these are constantly resolved. As a result, 
the model explains problem solving in a holistic way. 
2.5.3. Other studies on problem solving 
This section discusses other contributions to the study of problem solving. One 
such study is Garofalo and Lester's (1985) report on self-monitoring in 
mathematical performance. This study is related to Schoenfeld's (1985b; 1987a) 
work in that it suggests going beyond merely studying cognitive aspects of 
problem solving and proposes that metacognitive aspects should be carefully 
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studied as well. Garofalo et al. proposed a framework for studying problem- 
solving performance that includes four main activities: orientation, organisation, 
execution and verification. As the authors explained, these activities are based on 
Polya's (1957) four phases but are more broadly defined in the sense that they 
make reference to specific metacognitive behaviours associated with each 
activity. 
Garofalo et al. 's framework has been used in other studies of problem solving. 
For example, Pugalee (2004) used it for describing the problem-solving 
processes of ninth-grade algebra students and Stillman and Galbraith (1998) used 
it both in the design of the methods of data collection and in the analysis of the 
data for their study. In spite of its proven applicability, it can be suggested that 
the application of the framework may limit the analysis of important problem- 
solving behaviours. For instance, in these two studies, the use of the framework 
led to restricting the analysis of verification strategies to those conducted at the 
end of the process. Using the framework, both Pugalee and Stillman et al. 
concluded that students do not usually verify their solutions at the end of the 
process. However, they suggested that there was some verification being 
conducted during the process rather than at the end of it but, restricting to the 
framework, they decided to focus only on the latter. In relation to the present 
study, it may be said that this sort of limitations was avoided by adopting an 
approach that allows the researcher to focus on those issues that emerge as 
important during the course of the study (see Section 3.1.2). 
Taking a different approach to Garofalo et al., Nunoka« a (1994, -1001), 
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investigated problem solving from the perspective of the "problem-solver's 
structures for representing a problem situation" (Nunokawa, 1994, pp. ? 75-276). 
He believed that investigating problem solving from the perspective of how 
solvers understand or make sense of the problematic situations can shed insight 
into the general process that allows them to solve problems. In his earlier paper, 
he suggested that the solver's structures are continuously being modified during 
problem solving. This process takes place until the problem is represented in 
such a way that the solver can apply his or her knowledge to the situation and 
thus generate a solution. Nunokawa (2001) also explored the relationship 
between the solver's structures and the goals and subgoals established during the 
process. He concluded that setting subgoals can help the solver to construct 
better structures but that it can also delimit their scope. 
Nunokawa's work can be seen as an effort to study problem solving in a holistic 
rather than in an atomistic way; or, in other words, as an effort to explain 
problem solving from the perspective of one global activity instead of looking at 
its components in isolation. In this way, his aim to explain problem solving in 
terms of an activity that makes the process possible bears resemblance to the 
approach adopted by Gestaltist psychologists. Although Nunokawa proposed an 
interesting view of problem solving, the model was based upon close analyses of 
individuals' problem-solving processes and no claims were made about the 
generalisability of the ideas suggested. 
In contrast to the approach adopted by Nunokawa, some studies focus on 
particular aspects or isolated activities of the problem-solving process. Stylianou 
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(2002), for instance, looked particularly at the visual representations used by an 
experienced problem solver (a mathematician) and at the process of generating 
them. As the author pointed out, representations were used by the solver as a way 
of gathering the resources to be able to solve the problem. Thus, representing the 
situation in a visual way is not an end but a means for achieving a particular aim. 
As Stylianou put it: 
For the mathematician who participated in our study, the drawing of a 
diagram was not a goal in itself but a means to aid them in gaining more 
information of the problem situation. 
(Stylianou, 2002, p. 310) 
Moreover, Stylianou used problem-solving problems specially chosen for 
observing visual representations. She chose problems "such that their solution 
invites, or can be facilitated by the use of a visual representation" (p. 307). This 
serves her purpose of studying a particular aspect of problem solving in a 
somewhat isolated way. However, this approach also raises some interesting 
questions. It has been suggested that studies that look at isolated problem-solving 
activities may lead to incomplete analyses of problem solving. Hunt (1991) 
suggested that studying different aspects of problem solving with the aim of 
putting the obtained knowledge together may not serve to increase our 
understanding of how problems are tackled. First, the aim of looking at isolated 
activities is usually unclear, unless it is to merely describe these activities. 
Second, looking, at them separately does not add a lot to what we know of 
problem solving unless they are put back together and explained as part of a 
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more general process. 
Thus it may be said that although a number of studies have contributed to the 
study of problem solving in the past, few have aimed to provide a view of 
problem solving as a whole. Moreover, it may be said that no studies have been 
identified as aiming to provide a theory that explains students' main concerns, as 
the present study does. 
2.6. FRAMEWORKS FOR TEACHING PROBLEM SOLVING 
An important section of the literature in mathematical problem solving comprises 
frameworks that were developed with didactical rather than theoretical or 
research purposes. Polya's book How to Solve It (1957) can be considered as one 
of the most influential frameworks for teachers and students (Schoenfeld, 1987b; 
Lester, 1994). The aim of this book was to provide advice and a list of strategies, 
summarised in four stages, that teachers could use to help students become better 
problem solvers: 
First, we have to understand the problem, we have to see clearly what is 
required. Second, we have to see how the various items are connected, 
how the unknown is linked to the data, in order to obtain the idea of the 
solution, to make a plan. Third, we carry out our plan. Fourth, we look 
back at the completed solutions, we review and discuss it. 
(Polya, 1957, pp. 5-6; emphasis in the original) 
Hovw-evver, the strategies that Polya provides in How to Solve It go beyond this 
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simplistic process. The book also provides a comprehensive `dictionary of 
heuristics' that includes more detailed strategies and further practical advice. 
In spite of the enthusiasm with which Polya's framework was adopted, it has 
been suggested that providing strategies that describe how expert mathematicians 
solve problems is of little use for helping students become better solvers. 
Schoenfeld (1985b; 1987a, 1987b) suggested that the problems with Polya's 
strategies was that they were too general for students to apply them directly and 
that they needed to be detailed to a prescriptive level of detail if they were to be 
of use. In relation to this, Stewart (1989) argued that How to Solve It should not 
be read as a prescription for problem solving but as a book that provides general 
advice as to how to solve problems. Advice which, as he said, might be useful for 
the more receptive students but of little use to students who expect to become 
better solvers by following some rules by rote. 
Another important problem-solving framework that has influenced mathematical 
problem solving is the one developed by Mason, Burton and Stacey (1982). The 
present study was conducted in the context of a problem-solving course based on 
this framework. The details of the framework will be discussed elsewhere 
(Section 3.1.1.2). The important thing to mention here is the fact that Mason et 
al., as well and Polya's framework, have influenced mathematics teaching more 
than frameworks developed in a more `scientific' way (in the sense that they 
provide generalisations and that these are arrived at by using a systematic 
research methodology; see Lewins, 1992). This may be in part due to the fact that 
theoretical frameworks and didactical frameworks are generated with different 
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aims in mind. While the aim of didactical frameworks is to help students 
become better solvers, the aim of theoretical frameworks is to develop 
understanding of how students solve problems. Ideally, the latter aim should also 
provide information useful for helping students become better solvers. However, 
it seems that this does not necessarily occur in a direct way. 
An important characteristic of the effect of frameworks for teaching problem 
solving is that their application has been the source of inspiration not only for 
teaching but for empirical research as well. The aim behind the latter can be to 
evaluate or further develop the framework being used. In the case of Polya's 
framework, researchers have found that it is not sufficient to teach strategies in 
order for students to become better solvers (see Schoenfeld, 1987b). In relation to 
Mason et al. 's framework, it has been suggested that teaching it may benefit 
students. Mohammad-Yusof, (1995,1998) found that a course based on this 
framework had a positive effect on students' beliefs and attitudes towards doing 
mathematics (although these did not endure the influence of other more 
`traditional' courses and students seemed to change their attitudes and beliefs 
back to `normal' some time after taking the course). As for the present study, it 
took place in the context of problem-solving course based on Mason et al. 's 
framework. Although the aim is not to evaluate the effect of the course on 
students but to gain understanding on students' problem-solving processes, the 
use of the framework is an important aspect of the context of the study. 
Glaser (1976) suggested that the theoretical ideas generated in laboratory-like 
situations cannot be directly translated into didactic situations. One reason for 
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this is that the situations from which they were derived are simplified versions 
of the reality in which learning and instruction take place. However, it seems that 
the situations created by the application of non-'scientific' problem-solving 
frameworks provide an opportunity for studying problem solving in a more 
`natural' context and not merely through simplified tasks. For example, like in 
the present study, problem-solving situations can be designed in such a way that 
they are not limited to twenty- or thirty-minutes tasks. Studies based on 
situations like this may allow the generation of models that are scientific and yet 
tied to the practice since the outset. This can be achieved through methodologies 
such as grounded theory that allow the researcher to model patterns of behaviour 
and to generate explanations of complex situations (see Chapter 3). 5 
2.7. SUMMARY AND THE PRESENT STUDY 
This chapter provided a view of the study on problem solving, first from the 
perspective of the cognitive sciences and then from the perspective of 
mathematics education. As discussed in Section 2.2. the Gestaltist approach to 
the study of problem solving emerged as a reaction to a view of problem solving 
as a stimulus-response activity. Gestaltist psychologists defined problem solving 
as a sudden reorganisation of ideas that allow the solver to `see' the solution. For 
them, problem solving was a productive activity that could be explained as a 
5 This position is not against Anderson, Reder and Simon's (2000) idea that the study of 
mathematical learning can benefit from researching isolated cognitive tasks. What this study 
argues is that the study of complex problem solving behaviour requires different methodological 
and theoretical approaches. Some have been developed through what can be called the post- 
information-processing approaches discussed above (Section 2.4). This study proposes the use of 
vet another approach. 
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four-stage process: preparation, incubation, illumination and verification. 
Gestaltists paid special attention to the illumination phase and elaborated on 
issues such as insight and intuition. In doing this, it may be said that they 
neglected looking more deeply into other aspects of problem solving such as how 
information is generated or how solutions are verified. As for the present study, it 
may be said that the methodological approach adopted is such that it allows 
relevant factors to emerge and provides methods for establishing relationships 
among them. In doing this, it remedies the suggested limitation of focusing on 
the discovery aspect of problem solving. 
The information-processing approach to problem solving emerged in part as a 
reaction to the non-rigorous research methods employed by Gestaltist 
psychologists. However, as discussed in Section 2.3, other factors such as the 
advances in computer technology had an important effect. The information- 
processing approach focused on problem solving as a cognitive process which 
activities can be decontextualised and studied in isolation. An important 
characteristic of the information-processing approach is that some of its major 
theories represented computer simulations of human problem-solving processes. 
Such is the case of Newell and Simon's (1972) influential theory. Information- 
processing theories were criticised for providing accurate descriptions of 
problem-solving situation but failing to explain how the process took place. 
However, possibly the most important criticism made to these theories was that 
they were based on studies that made use of well-defined (or laboratory-like) 
problems. This raised questions regarding the Qeneralisability of their results and 
led to different approaches. 
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Section 2.4 discussed two approaches that emerged as a result of criticisms made 
to the information processing approach, particularly in relation to criticism made 
to the types of problems employed. This criticism led to two different 
perspectives: the domain-specific approach to problem solving and the study of 
`complex problems solving', or CPS. The domain-specific approach seemed to 
abandon the aim of generating a global theory of problem solving and focused on 
looking at problem solving in situations where content-knowledge is important. 
As for the CPS approach, it maintained the aim of generating a content-free 
theory, relevant to problem solving in general situations. It may be said that the 
present study can be related to the study of problem solving from a domain- 
specific perspective. Nonetheless, this study does not adhere to the information- 
processing approach but adopts a methodology that allows the conceptualisation 
(rather than the description) of patterns of behaviour observed in students' 
problem-solving processes. 
After discussing problem solving in general, Section 2.5 looked at problem 
solving studies in mathematics education. Although research into mathematical 
problem solving has not evolved as a subcategory of the cognitive sciences, 
mathematic education has had a considerable influence from the latter. This 
influence can be observed in studies such as Schoenfeld's (1985a, 1985b, 1987a). 
Schoenfeld's work represents one of most serious efforts to study mathematical 
problem solving in a rigorous way and it has had a strong influence in other 
studies. Other important studies on problem solving include Garofalo and 
Lester's (1985) metacognitive framework and Nunoka% a's (1994,2001) 
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explanations of problem-solving from the perspective of the `structures' that 
students use for solving problems. These studies have certainly served to advance 
what is known about problem solving in mathematics education. However, it 
seems that a holistic and generalised explanation of problem solving has not been 
proposed yet. The present study aims to contribute to the study of mathematics 
education by proposing a model of problem solving that focuses on students' 
concerns as they solve problems and on explaining how these are resolved. In 
doing this, the model not only raises concepts (in the form of conceptualised 
patterns of behaviour) but it also suggests how they interrelate. 
Finally, Section 2.6 looked into the role that frameworks for teaching problem 
solving play in mathematics education. It was suggested that these frameworks 
provide models that can be used to help students become better solvers. 
Moreover, these frameworks can provide valuable opportunities for investigating 
mathematical problem solving in organised, yet non-laboratory situations. The 
present study took place in the context of a problem-solving course that made use 
of Mason et al. 's (1982) framework for problem solving. In order to make sense 
of complex problem-solving situations without needing to oversimplify them, the 
study was conducted using the grounded theory approach. 
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3. METHODOLOGY 
The aim of the study is to provide a substantive theory that explains students' 
main concerns as they tackle non-routine mathematical problems. This was done 
in the context of a problem-solving course offered at the university 
(undergraduate) level. The previous chapter provided a picture of how other 
studies have served to increase what we know about problem solving and 
suggested how the present study aims at making a contribution in this area. 
This third chapter discusses the methodology that was used to achieve this aim 
and that guided the present study. The chapter consists of three parts, each of 
which considers methodological issues that can be considered as 
`chronologically' different: 
0 Part I (Section 3.1) - Discusses the context of the study and the first 
decisions that were made in relation to the methodology and the methods of 
data collection. 
9 Part II (Section 3.2) - Explains how an `exploratory' and a `pilot' study were 
conducted to further define the methods of data collection and explore the 
methods of data analysis. Its aim is to describe how the evolution of this 
study's methodology took place. 
0 Part III (Section 3.3) - Presents the methods of data collection and analysis as 
a result of what was discussed in Parts I and II. These methods were 
employed for collecting and analysing the data during the `main' study. 
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Sections 3.1,3.2 and 3.3 are written in such a way that they can be read almost 
independently. In fact, it is possible to read only Part I or Part III of this chapter 
and get an idea of the methodology. Part II is intended for those interested on 
how the methods of data collection were developed and how grounded theory 
was adopted. Thus, the reader will note that some issues that are raised in Part I 
are considered again in Parts II or III. Every effort was made to ensure clarity of 
the ideas discussed while at the same time keeping repetition to a minimum. 
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3.1. PART I: METHODOLOGY AND METHODS OF DATA 
COLLECTION 
This first part of the methodology chapter considers the context in which the 
study took place and the methodological approach that was taken. As Section 
3.1.1 discusses in detail, the study took place in the context of a mathematics 
problem-solving course at undergraduate level. Section 3.1.2 discusses the 
rationale behind choosing grounded theory as the methodology for this study and 
provides a general view of the methods involved. 6 The third section of this part, 
3.1.3, looks at the type of data that was considered suitable for the study and 
explains why qualitative methods of data collection were chosen. This short 
section leads directly into Part II of the methodology chapter, where the methods 
of data collection and analysis are further explored. 
3.1.1. The context of the study 
The aim of this section is to provide a picture of the context in which the study 
took place. It provides details concerning the course, including a general profile 
of the students. Other details include a description of the problem-solving 
framework upon which the course is based and an explanation of the technique 
of rubric writing. The type of problems that students dealt with during the course 
are also considered. 
6 Further details of the methodology are provided in Parts II and III of this chapter (Sections ,? 
and 3. ;, respectively). 
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3.1.1.1. The problem-solving course at Warwick 
The problem-solving course started to be offered at the University of Warwick 
shortly after the publication of Mason, Burton and Stacey's book Thinking 
Mathematically, in 1982. The course was developed by David Tall, then senior 
lecturer in Science Education at Warwick, as an option open to mathematics and 
computer-sciences students (David Tall, personal communication). It was 
structured as a ten-week course aimed at providing students with the opportunity 
to reflect on their own problem-solving processes and to develop personal 
problem-solving strategies. 
Originally, the problem-solving course was offered to second- and third-year 
undergraduate students doing mathematics, physics and computer science 
degrees. In the academic year 2002/2003, however, it was decided that the course 
would also be offered to first-year BA(QTS) (i. e., teacher-training) students. 
During this academic year, the proportion of mathematics, computer-sciences 
and BA(QTS) students was roughly the same. 
The course was organised in the following way. During the weekly sessions, 
students were introduced to some aspect of Mason et al. 
's (1982) framework. 
Then, to practice the ideas to which they were introduced, students were also 
required to tackle one or more problems and asked to 
keep a record of their work 
in the form of a `rubric'. The latter problem-solving activities were an important 
part of the course and thus students were also asked to tackle problems at 
home. 
Discussing solutions in the light of the framework was another important acti\ ity 
that usually took place either at the beginning or at the end of each session. 
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The assessment of the course was made through a final assignment and a written 
examination. Both methods of assessments comprised a problem-solving section 
and a section where students were required to critically discuss their problem 
solving processes and to comment on the effectiveness of their strategies. 
The course continues to be offered at the University of Warwick. Over the years, 
different lecturers have been in charge of it and this has resulted in variations in 
specific aspects of the course. However, the course continues to be the same in 
essence and students' active participation in the course continues to be especially 
important. Further specifications of the course will be provided throughout this 
chapter (including Parts II and III), particularly in relation to those years in which 
the present study was conducted. 
Due to its relevance in understanding the course, Mason et al. 's framework for 
solving problems is discussed in detail in the next section. Other important 
aspects of the course such as rubric writing (the technique for keeping a written 
record of one's problem-solving process ) and the types of problems that students 
tackled during the course will be considered in the subsequent subsections 
(3.1.1.3 and 3.1.1.4, respectively). 
3.1.1.2. Mason, Burton and Stacey's problem -solving framework 
One of the strengths of Mason et al. 's framework is that it provides students with 
a view of mathematics as a creative process in which they too can take part. The 
framework provides students with some practical advice as to what to do \ý hen 
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feeling `stuck' and unable to make any progress. It also provides some useful 
suggestions as to what to do when ideas seem to be emerging. The aim of this 
section is to provide a summarised picture the framework to which students were 
exposed. For a detailed picture of the framework, the reader may refer to 
Thinking Mathematically. ' 
In general, the framework that Mason et al. present in Thinking Mathematically 
consists of three processes: `specialising', `generalising' and `conjecturing', and 
three phases: `entry', `attack' and `review' (see Figure 1). The processes 
represent actions that can be help students generate information and move 
between phases. Rubric writing can be considered as part of the framework since 
it is the media in which ideas are communicated and stored for later review. Due 
to its importance in terms of data collection for this study, rubric writing will be 
considered in detail in a Section 3.1.1.3. 
' In terms of the problem-solving course, the framework provided students with ideas as to \ý hat 
to do in order to solve problems. However, the aim of this study is to explain how students solve 
problems and not to explore the influence of the framework in a direct way. It is expected that the 
model that will be developed will show evidence of Mason et al. 's work. However, the 
framework did not guide the development of the model. 
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Figure 1: Mason et al. 's problem-solving framework 
Specialising and generalising 
Specialising means "turning to examples to learn about the question" (Mason et 
al., 1982, p. 3). Generalising, on the other hand, is about noticing underlying 
patterns in the data, even if they cannot as yet be articulated. Specialising can be 
done with the intention of getting a feel for the question. However, it may also be 
used for gathering information for specific purposes such as generalising or for 
testing a generalisation. The patterns noticed through generalising may lead to: 
WHAT seems likely to be true (a conjecture); 
WHY it is likely to be true (a justification); 
WHERE it is likely to be true, that is, a more general setting of the 
question (another question! ). 
(From Mason et al., 1982, p. 24) 
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Conjecturing 
When a pattern is articulated, it usually becomes a conjecture. As Mason et al. 
suggest, conjecturing can be considered as "the recognising of a burgeoning 
generalisation" (Mason et al., 1982, p. 82). Conjectures are statements that are 
not proven or justified but that seem reasonable. During the course of a solving 
process, some conjectures are more relevant than others and most may need to be 
modified in one way or another. In Mason et al. 's words: 
Conjectures... form the backbone of mathematical thinking. Some 
property is thought to be true. A conjecture about it often begins as a 
vague feeling lurking in the darkness at the back of the mind. Gradually it 
is dragged forward by attempting to state it as clearly as possible, so it 
can be exposed to the strong light of investigation. If it is found to be 
false it is either modified or abandoned. If it can be convincingly 
justified, then it takes its place in the series of conjectures and 
justifications that will eventually make up the resolution. 
(Mason et al., 1982, p. 64) 
The Entry phase 
Although it is not uncommon for students to read the question and then jump 
straight into trying to find a solution, Mason et al. suggest that achieving a 
solution in this way is rarely possible. Thus, the authors suggest that an entry 
phase can and should exist in order to prepare for better attacking the problem. 
The entry phase is described as follows: 
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Entry begins when I am faced with a question. Usually the question has 
been written down, so most of the Entry phase can be summarised as 
really read it! In other cases, the question presents itself, perhaps from 
work on another question or from a situation outside mathematics. Then 
the Entry phase work is largely in formulating the question precisely and 
in deciding exactly what I want to do... 
The other activity that usually takes place during entry is to make some 
technical preparations for the main attack, such as deciding on a notation, 
or a means of recording the results of specialising. 
(Mason et al., 1982, pp. 28-29, emphasis in the original) 
In general, the entry phase consists of finding out what the problem is asking (or 
how the question will be defined) and gathering information for the next phase. 
Asking questions such as "What do I KNOW? ", "What do I WANT? '' and "What 
can I INTRODUCE? " can be helpful for guiding the entry phase. 
The Attack phase 
The entry phase, together with specialising and generalising, may swiftly lead to 
articulating conjectures that seem to be true. The attack phase is the next phase of 
the process in which the aim is to distil the `underlying structure' (see Mason et 
al., 1982, pp. 85-94) and to provide a justification aimed at convincing not only 
yourself but also a `friend' and if possible an `enemy'. This phase consists 
mainly of investigating why a conjecture must be true and trying to provide a 
convincing justification. 
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The Review phase 
The review phase may take place as a solving session is about to be concluded. 
regardless of whether a satisfactory solution has been obtained or not. Before 
leaving the process, solvers are advised to review their work and to look back at 
it. The intention of the review phase is to learn from what was done and to 
suggest possible ways of improving the results when reconsidering the problem 
(if and when this is possible). Mason et al. summarise the review phase in three 
activities: 
CHECK the resolution 
REFLECT on the key ideas and key moments 
EXTEND to a wider context 
(Mason et al., 1982, p. 39) 
The review phase may be particularly useful when students take breaks from 
their processes. Reviewing their work and highlighting what has been achieved 
so far can make it easier for students to come back to the problem and to 
continue working at it. This aspect of the framework is made possible through 
rubric writing, a technique for keeping a written record of one's problem-solving 
process. 
3.1.1.3. Rubric writing 
Rubric writing is an important aspect of Mason's framework. Students were 
introduced to this technique for recording mathematical experiences during the 
course and required to practice it. Rubric writing etwas of particular importance to 
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the study since the product of this activity (i. e., students' `rubrics') became one 
of the main sources of data. 
During rubric writing students are required to write down the ideas that occur to 
them during the process together with their thoughts and feelings about it. Rubric 
writing is not a description of how a problem was tackled but a written account 
of a mental process as it occurs. According to Mason et al., recorded experiences 
promote reflection and make available material that can be studied and analysed 
at a later time, thus providing an opportunity for developing mathematical 
thinking. During rubric writing, the aim is to record three things: 
0 All the significant ideas that occur to the student as he searches for a 
resolution to a question 
Together with 
" What the student is trying to do 
0 What the student is feeling about the situation. 
(From Mason et al., 1982, p. 11) 
In order to facilitate the process of rubric writing, students were introduced to 
terms such as `Stuck' and `Aha! ' (see Figure 1 on Section 3.1.1.2). It was 
suggested to students that they use these terms to make the process of recording 
ideas easier and to facilitate the retrieval of key ideas once the rubric was 
complete. Furthermore, students were encouraged to develop their own 
vocabulary for monitoring and documenting their work. In this way, rubric 
writing allowed students to keep a record of their process that could be studied 
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easily at a later time. 
During the course, rubrics were also used for communicating ideas to others as 
well as for keeping a personal record of one's process. Rubric writing was not 
the only way in which students communicated their processes in the course. 
However, whenever this was the required method of communication, rubrics 
were comprehensive accounts of how a problem was tackled and of the results 
obtained. This study tapped into this fact and as a result rubrics were used as the 
main method of data collection. ' 
3.1.1.4. The problems 
A comprehensive list of the problems that students had to tackle during the 
course are given in Appendix 1. These problems are `non-routine' in the sense 
that they do not require students to deal with any particular mathematical topic or 
procedure. Also, these problems can be considered as `ill-defined' in the sense 
that the goal, the initial state or the conditions are not necessarily clearly 
specified (see Section 2.4). The following is an example of such a problem: 
Before making this decision, the use of rubric writing as a method for collection \ýas carefully 
inv esti`gated. For further details on this preliminary study see Section 3.2.1.2. 
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Cartesian Chase: 
A game of two players is played on a rectangular grid with a fixed 
number of rows and columns. Play begins in the bottom left hand square 
when the first player puts a counter. On his turn, a player may move the 
counter one square up, one square right or one square diagonally (up and 
right). The winner is the player who gets the counter to the top right 
square. 
Other problems may, at first sight, appear as well-defined. However, these 
problems are usually simple and students soon realise that there is a need to 
extend them and define more challenging situations. Thus, what initially may 
seem like a well-defined problem is in fact an ill-defined problem where the goal 
and the conditions need to be further specified. The following problem 
exemplifies this situation. 
Ins and Outs: 
Take a strip of paper and fold it in half (always placing the right hand 
edge on top of the left hand edge). Unfold it several times and observe the 
sequence of 'in' and 'out' creases. For example three folds produces: 
in in out in in out out 
What sequence would arise from 10 folds? 
Answering the question posed by this problem is hardly challenging for any 
undergraduate student. However, students were aware of the need to regard this 
problems as one where a general answer was required and where predicting the 
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sequence for 10 folds would not suffice. In general, students were expected to 
regard all problems as ill-defined even if, superficially, they appeared to be well- 
defined. 
This section looked at the problem-solving course in which this study took place. 
As said, the course provided students with the opportunity to reflect upon their 
own problem-solving processes and had the aim of helping them become better 
solvers. Rubric writing was particularly important for the purposes of this study 
since it provided access to students' problem-solving process. Once the context 
of the study was defined, it became necessary to choose an appropriate 
methodology for studying how students solve problems during the course. 
Section 3.1.2 looks at the methodology that was chosen for the purposes of this 
study. 
3.1.2. Grounded theory: First considerations 
Grounded theory is an inductive approach through which data from complex 
social and psychological situations is analysed with the purpose of identifying 
the main concerns of those involved and how these are resolved (Glaser, 2001). 
An important aspect of the grounded-theory methodology is that its methods are 
designed for generating abstract conceptualisations of observed patterns of 
behaviour rather than detailed descriptions of the situation. Furthermore, the 
grounded theory approach offers a fully-fledged process for generating theory 
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from the data. ' 
In the case of the present study, the aim was to provide a model of students' 
problem-solving processes. It was also established that the model should make 
reference to issues that appeared relevant to the participants and not just to the 
researchers as external observers. Since problem solving is a complex process in 
which a considerable number of different activities take place, an approach 
aimed at generating detailed descriptions (such as the information-processing 
approach) would not have been a feasible alternative. However, as Glaser's put 
it, grounded theories aim 
to generate a conceptual theory that accounts for a pattern of behaviour 
which is relevant and problematic for those involved. The goal is not 
voluminous description, nor clever verification. 
(Glaser, 1978, p. 93) 
Thus, the grounded theory methodology appeared as a suitable option. The main 
concerns of students' as they solve problems had to be issues of relevance to 
them and this would assure a study of interest for others involved such as course 
tutors and researchers. 
Grounded theory was first presented by sociologists Barney Glaser and Anselm 
Strauss in 1967. The methodology emerged as a reaction to a perceived over 
9 Further details of the grounded theory methods are discussed in Part III (Section 3.3) of this 
chapter. 
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reliance on quantitative methods in sociological studies (Charmaz, 2000) and 
responded to a "preoccupation with the quantitative testing of propositions 
derived from a few highly abstract, `grand theories"' (Pidgeon, 1996, p. 76). 
Grounded theory thus emerged not as a `verificational' method but as an 
approach to data that would allow theory to be directly derived from it. In 
general, grounded theory is designed to allow relevant variables to emerge from 
the data and the result is a theory that fits the situation and serves to make 
grounded predictions about it (Glaser, 1978; Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss 
and Corbin, 1990; 1998). 
As the literature on grounded theory suggests, this methodology had two 
important effects on research in the social sciences and psychology. Firstly, as 
Pidgeon put it "it [grounded theory] became used (and cited) as a manifesto by 
researchers who wished to break out of the confines of existing types of theory" 
(Pidgeon, 1996, p. 79). As a result of this, grounded theory is sometimes taken as 
an umbrella term for a number of methodologies based on approaching data 
without a predefined theory or set of categories in mind (Lee, 2000). Secondly, 
grounded theory was also recognised as comprehensive methodology involving 
the systematic use of specific research techniques. This `orthodox' view of 
grounded theory is particularly related to Glaser's (1978; 1992 1998; 2001; 
2003) work. In relation to the preliminary research conducted in this study, it 
may be said that grounded theory was taken as a general approach that made 
emphasis on allowing ideas to emerge from the data. As the study evolved, 
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however, Glaser's more `orthodox' approach was adopted. 1° 
3.1.2.1. Brief outline of the methodology 
The grounded theory methodology is based on two main activities: constant 
comparative analysis and memo writing (Glaser, 1992). The method of constant 
comparisons (as the former is also known) refers to the process of constantly 
comparing the data with the aim of generating hypotheses and abstracting 
patterns of behaviour. Memo writing is the process through which emergent 
hypotheses, as well as any other ideas about the data, are recorded for further 
comparisons. Comparing the data and memo writing are activities that continue 
to be in use throughout the study as other activities take place. 
Grounded-theory studies are guided by a sequence of activities that incorporate 
constant comparative analyses and memo writing. The process through which 
grounded theories are generated can be summarised as follows: 
" Grounded theory starts with `open coding', which is a line-by-line analysis of 
the data designed to allow main categories to emerge. During open coding 
the researcher tries to find out what the participants are trying to do or, in 
other words, their main concern. 
10 For a contrast between a general and a more `orthodox' approach to grounded theory see Parts 
II and III of this chapter (Sections 3.2 and 3.3, respectively). 
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" Once the main concern of the participants is identified, the researcher 
concentrates on those categories that serve to explain it. Coding the data in 
this way is known as selective coding. During selective coding, the 
researcher `theoretically samples' the data and focuses on those incidents that 
refer to the main concern. 
9 Coding and theoretical sampling result in an extensive memo fund that will 
need to be resorted. Sorting the memo fund leads to an outline that expresses 
the theory and contains its main categories. Once the memos are sorted, the 
theory has already been generated and then next step is `writing-up' the 
theory. 
9 Writing-up is the last process of the grounded theory methodology, although 
it may take a few months before the theory is ready to be presented. 
3.1.2.2. The outcome of studies using the grounded theory 
methodology 
The grounded theory approach may be used to develop substantive or formal 
theories. Glaser and Strauss (1967) explained the difference between substantive 
and formal theories in the following way: 
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By substantive theory, we mean that developed for a substantive area, or 
empirical, area of sociological inquiry, such as patient care, race relations, 
professional education, delinquency, or research organizations. By formal 
theory, we mean that developed for a formal, or conceptual area of 
sociological enquiry, such as stigma, deviant behaviour, formal 
organization, socialization, status congruency, authority and power, 
reward systems, or social mobility. 
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967, p. 32) 
In this way, a theory of problem solving in a context such as the one considered 
in this study can be seen as substantive, as it belongs to a particular area of 
inquiry. On the other hand, a study that focuses on issues that may be relevant 
across a number of areas (such as `blinding behaviours', or behaviours that 
disturb sense making in complex tasks) could be considered as formal. 
Although Glaser and Strauss presented grounded theory as a methodology to be 
used in sociological inquiry, further accounts of the theory have suggested its 
suitability in other areas such as psychology and education (Haig, 1995; Glaser, 
1992). In relation to the present study, it may be said that the grounded theory 
methodology will be used to generate a substantive theory of mathematical 
problem solving. 
Once it was decided that the grounded theory methodology would be used in this 
study, the next question concerned the type of data that needed to be gathered. 
The next section looks into the methods of data collection considered for the 
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purposes of this study. 
3.1.3. The methods of data collection 
The grounded theory approach to data collection can be summarised in the idea 
that `all is data' (Glaser, 1978; 1998; 2001). In other words, grounded theory is 
based on the idea that if the aim is to gain understanding about a particular 
situation, any information that can help to increase understanding of it can be 
considered as data. The methodology is designed in such a way that it allows the 
researcher to incorporate any kind of data into the analysis process, if this data 
informs about the area or topic of study. Thus, the information that is gained 
through planned interviews or focus groups can be as useful as the information 
gathered in more opportunistic ways. This is also the case for the literature 
which, although it should not be initially considered, should be reviewed at later 
stages and should be treated as "more data for constant comparison" (Glaser, 
1998, p. 67). 
To be sure, grounded theory does not use statistical methods to arrive at 
generalised conclusions about the data. However, and consistent with the idea 
that `all is data' mentioned above, grounded theory studies can make use of data 
arrived at quantitatively (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). As Glaser's (1992) put it: 
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Qualitative analysis means any kind of analysis that produces findings or 
concepts and hypotheses, as in grounded theory, that are not arrived at by 
statistical methods. To repeat, qualitative analysis may be done with data 
arrived at quantitatively or qualitatively or in some combination. As we 
grounded theorists say when doing a book or paper and theoretically 
sampling for more data, `It's all data for the analysis. Whether soft or 
hard it is just grist for the mill of constant comparison and analysing. ' 
(Glaser, 1992, p. 11) 
In the case of this study, however, collecting quantitative data was not considered 
as a viable option. As indicated before, the aim of the present study is to provide 
a model that explains students' main concerns as they solve non-routine 
mathematical problems. Collecting quantitative data and putting it in a suitable 
form for it to be analysed from the grounded theory perspective was seen as an 
unfeasible task. Furthermore, suitable data of this kind was not available from 
previous studies either. As for qualitative data, its potential for providing access 
to students' concerns as they solved problems made it more suitable for the 
purpose of this study. It was therefore decided that the best option was to make 
use of methods of qualitative data collection. 
Once it was decided that study would make use of qualitative methods of data 
collection, the next step involved finding ways of accessing students' problem 
solving processes and generating suitable data. Problem solving is a mental 
activity that may take place without the solver communicating or interacting with 
others. Finding ways of tapping into students' thinking, as they try to solve a 
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problem has been as important in problem solving as the way in which the 
information obtained is analysed (see Ericsson and Simon, 1980; Ginsburg, 
1981; Schoenfeld, 1985a, 1985b). 
In the light of this situation, an exploratory study was conducted to select the 
methods of data collection that were to be used. The aim of this exploratory 
study was to examine possible methods for accessing students' processes as they 
solve non-routine mathematical problems. Two methods were carefully 
considered, namely, verbal and textual reports. As a result of the exploratory 
study, textual reports in the form of rubrics were chosen as a method of data 
collection. Part II of this chapter describes how verbal and textual reports were 
evaluated during the exploratory study. It also looks at the way a pilot study was 
conducted to further specify the methods of data collection and analysis that were 
used in what came to be considered the `main' study. 
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3.2. PART II: PRELIMINARY STUDIES 
Part I of the methodology chapter (Section 3.1) discussed the context of the study 
and introduced the methodology to be used and the methods of data collection. 
The aim of this second part of the methodology chapter (Section 3.2) is to 
discuss, in detail, how the methods of data collection and analysis evolved during 
two preliminary studies: an exploratory study and a pilot study. During the 
exploratory study (Section 3.2.1), two methods of data collection were 
considered, namely, verbal and textual reports. As a result of the exploratory 
study it was decided that textual reports were to be used as the main source of 
data. As for the pilot study (Section 3.2.2), it represented the first attempt at 
collecting and analysing data and helped define the methods of data analysis (i. e., 
the approach that would be taken towards grounded theory) that were to be used 
in the main study. Section 3.2.3 evaluates the pilot study and considers its 
implications. 
3.2.1. An exploratory study 
The aim of the exploratory study was to select a method of data collection that 
could serve the purposes of this study by providing insight into students' 
problem-solving processes. Verbal reports in the form of think-aloud protocols 
constituted the first method considered (Section 3.2.1.1). This method was 
suggested by a review of the literature and then adapted for the purposes of this 
study. However, some of its limitations led the researcher to consider other 
possibilities such as the use of textual reports (Section 3.2.1.2). particularly in the 
form of the rubrics that students generated during the course. What follows is a 
discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of both methods. A careful 
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evaluation of both suggests why textual reports were chosen as the most suitable 
alternative in terms of the purposes of this study. 
3.2.1.1. Verbal reports 
Verbal reports were developed by information-processing theorists as a means of 
gathering data that could be useful for generating accurate descriptions of mental 
processes (Ericsson and Simon, 1980). To be sure, the aim of this study is not to 
develop a theory of problem solving from an information-processing perspective. 
However, verbal reports have been found useful for gaining insight into subjects' 
thinking processes regardless of whether information-processing methods of 
analysis are employed (Yang, 2003). In the exploratory study, verbal reports in 
the form of think-aloud protocols were considered only as a method of data 
collection. This subsection explores the pros and cons of using them for the 
purposes of this study. It also explains why think-aloud protocols were not 
considered as suitable and how this led to considering textual reports. 
The type of verbal report explored in this study was based on the think-aloud 
protocol suggested by Schoenfeld (1985a; 1985b). In general terms, problem- 
solving sessions based on this method consist of a student or group of students 
tackling a problematic situation. While doing so, students are prompted to 
verbalise their thinking; in other words, they are asked to comment on what they 
are doing or trying to do or on whatever occupies their mind as they tackle the 
problem. Students are not required to recall or discuss specific actions other than 
the ones that they choose to focus on as they solve the problem. Furthermore, 
with the intention of being as unintrusive as possible, the interviewer limits his or 
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her interventions to encouraging students to verbalise their thoughts. Problem 
sessions conducted in this way may be taped and video recorded in such a ay 
that they can be transcribed for future analysis. 
Considering verbal reports raises the question of what type of information this 
technique makes available to the researcher. According to Ericsson and Simon 
(1980), if the solver is asked to verbalise only the information that s/he is 
attending to, and not "information that would not be heeded in the normal course 
of processing" (p. 229), then what is reported is information that is stored in the 
students' short-term memory. In other words, verbal reports provide data about 
the ideas that students attend to as they tackle a problem, so long as the 
interviewer limits her interventions to prompting students to think aloud and to 
share their thoughts. Ericsson and Simon suggested that data gathered in this way 
may provide information about the cognitive processes that take place as the 
solver tackles a problem. 
It is because they give access to the solvers' cognitive processes that think-aloud 
methodologies are recognised as a useful source of data for learning about human 
problem solving activities (Yang, 2003). However, as Ericsson and Simon 
pointed out, it cannot be ascertained that this data covers the whole range of 
psychological activities conducted by the student as a problem is solved. For 
instance, some information may not be available in the short-term memory (e. g.. 
the reason why a given activity is being chosen) or the solver may simply fail to 
report all that is considered during the solving process. To remedy this situation, 
Ericsson and Simon suggested that further information about the solvers 
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thinking process can be obtained by making use of `retrospective reports'. 
The most general retrospective verbalizing instruction asks the subject to 
report everything he or she can remember about the cognitive process 
studied. If the subject is asked immediately after performing the process, 
the model predicts that some previously heeded information will still be 
in STM [short-term memory], permitting direct reporting... and 
facilitating retrieval of additional information stored in LTM [long-term 
memory] 
(Ericsson and Simon, 1980, p. 226) 
In an attempt to harness the advantages of verbal protocols and retrospective 
reports, the first method of data collection tested during the exploratory study 
was think-aloud problem-solving sessions followed by a review of the video. 
More precisely, this method was composed of the following two parts: 
1. A one-to-one problem solving session in which the student would be asked to 
think-aloud as s/he solved a non-routine mathematical problem. The session 
was to be audio and video-recorded. 
2. Immediately after this solving phase, the researcher and the student would 
watch the video and look closely at what the student said and did as s/he tried 
to solve the problem. During this second part, the student would be asked to 
try to expand on what s/he had done as the situation was dealt with, 
particularly if there was something about a stream of thought that was not 
pointed out before. 
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Once the method was clearly delineated, the next step was to test it. For the 
purposes of the exploratory study, the problem solving sessions were organised 
and conducted in the following way: 
" Warwick University students that had taken the Problem Solving course 
during the autumn term 2000 were contacted and asked to participate. Six 
students agreed to take part in the study and attended individual meetings. 
The meeting took place in a classroom with which the participants were 
already familiar, but arranged for the purposes of the study. 
" Each meeting consisted of a twenty-minute session during which the student 
was asked to solve a non-routine mathematical problem and to think aloud. 
(Here the interviewer was not allowed to intervene, unless it was to prompt 
the student to share his or her thoughts. ) The student was audio and 
videotaped as a solution was attempted. 
" Immediately after the solving session, the video was played and watched by 
the student and the interviewer. The aim of this phase was to expose students 
to their own performance and to allow them to expand on the way the 
information was processed while trying to solve the problem. 
Once the problem-solving sessions were conducted, the researcher had a 
considerable amount of data at her disposal. This data consisted of: 
0 Videotapes containing a recording of students' problem-solving processes; 
" Notes made by the students during the session; 
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0 An audio-recording of the discussion that took part during the retrospective 
reports; and 
" Further notes on the students' comments and processes. 
The next step was to decide whether this information could be useful for the 
purposes of the study and, if so, how. 
As can be seen, the `think-aloud problem-solving sessions followed by a review 
of the video' method was designed in such a way that it would combine the 
advantages of using the think-aloud protocol with those of the retrospective 
reports. In practice, it may be said that this method proved to be useful since it 
captured details of the processes through which students solved problems. 
Furthermore, the comments offered during the second phase (review of the 
video) provided extra information such as the reasons for choosing a given 
course of action (e. g., having used a similar technique in the past, knowing a 
better alternative but discarding it because of lack of proficiency). 
However, although verbal reports in the form described above seemed to be 
useful for providing insight into students' problem-solving processes, a closer 
analysis revealed a number of limitations. The purpose of this study was to 
generate a model that explains students' main concerns as they solve problems. 
In order to build such model, it was necessary to gather information about what 
students were trying to do as they solved problems. In these terms, verbal 
protocols seemed to impose a number of restrictions which may have prevented 
students from displaying `natural' problem-solving behaviour. First, as 
ti) 
Schoenfeld (1985a; 1985b) suggested, solving problems for someone else at the 
same time that one is being video- and tape-recorded is stressful and far from a 
natural. Some students may even find it difficult to communicate their thoughts 
in front of a camera, a tape-recorder or an interviewer. 
Second, there was the question of the relationship between the activities carried 
out during the sessions and those that students conducted as they solved 
problems during the course. It was suggested that during the `think-aloud... ' 
sessions, students were unable to carry out activities that were `natural' to them 
as solvers. For instance, when students were genuinely interested in solving a 
problem it was not uncommon that they explained their thoughts to a friend or a 
classmate who, if nothing else, listened to their ideas. The following is a brief list 
of some of the activities that students were unable to conduct during the `think 
aloud... ' problem-solving sessions. 
9 Communicating with others; 
" Using other sources of information that may be either directly useful or serve 
to trigger new ideas; and 
" Taking time to mull about the problem or just to "take a break" from it. 
Third, as suggested in the last point of the list above, the `think aloud... ' method 
placed considerable restrictions in the way students managed their time for 
dealing with the problem. The fact that students had twenty minutes to attempt to 
solve a problem (whereas during the course they had, in some cases, a whole 
w eek or more) seemed to make a considerable difference. During a twenty- 
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minute session, students might approach problems in a different way to when 
they are allowed to manage their time and are provided with resources to 
genuinely try to develop - rather than quickly discover -a solution. 
In all, these characteristics of the `think aloud... ' method suggested that the 
information obtained did not reflect students' processes during the course. It may 
be argued that the information provided in such problem solving sessions leaves 
out some activities that are relevant when students are in class or at home trying 
to deal with a problematic situation. In this way, it was decided that a different 
alternative needed to be explored. This alternative was the use of textual reports. 
3.2.1.2. Textual reports 
The limitations of the `think-aloud problem-solving sessions followed by a 
review of the video' method led to the search for other methods of data 
collection. The next option considered was the use of the textual reports 
produced by students during the problem-solving course; i. e., their rubrics. As 
mentioned before, rubrics are students' own written accounts of how a problem 
is solved. In them, students report their ideas, what they are trying to do and their 
feelings as they tackle a problem. Furthermore, since rubrics may be written for 
communicating a solving process, they are usually comprehensive accounts that 
give a clear picture of how a solution was obtained. This subsection discusses 
how, after examining this option and assessing its limitations, it was decided that 
students' rubrics provided a suitable method of data collection. 
The rubrics that were analysed for the purposes of the exploratory study 
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belonged to the group of students that had taken the problem-solving course 
during the autumn term 2000. (These were the same students who were asked to 
participate in the one-to-one problem solving sessions described above. ) As part 
of the course, students were introduced to rubric writing and were required to 
practice this technique as they solved non-routine mathematical problems. It was 
observed that, in general, rubrics contained detailed descriptions of how the 
problem was tackled. Some rubrics were even created over a number of days and 
this was indicated by reports of having put the problem aside and coming back to 
it at a later time. In their rubrics, students wrote - among other things - about 
" Their interpretation of the problem; 
9 How they came across interesting or possibly useful facts and the decisions 
that these findings would lead to; 
" The dead ends and difficulties they were facing together with what they were 
trying to do about them; 
0 Their thoughts and evaluations of different aspects of their process; and 
" Their feeling about the problem-solving situation. 
The content of these written documents can be related to Leron and Hazzan's 
(1997) `virtual monologues'. In these monologues, the researchers used external 
representations (mainly students' notes and comments) in order to re-create 
students' thought processes during problem solving. Their method was to write a 
monologue in the first person through which the researcher would try to describe 
students' thinking, including thoughts about how they felt about the situation and 
about their progress. The idea was that "conventional analyses of students" 
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sometimes concentrate too much on cognitive issues and neglect social and 
affective factors and thus "fall short of describing the student's mind in all its 
richness and complexity" (Leron and Hazzan, 1997, p. 266). By using 'virtual 
monologues' the authors aimed to analyse students' problem solving processes 
from the students' own perspectives. As for the rubrics used in this study, it may 
be said that they constituted a variation of the `virtual monologue', but with the 
advantage that it is the student who wrote them and not the researcher. 
In terms of the purposes of this study, other advantages of using students' rubrics 
for learning about their problem solving processes were the following: 
" Students were trained during the course to use rubrics to report their thinking 
process as they occurred. 
" Students were able to document metacognitive activities like reviewing or 
explaining their reasoning if, and when, they occurred. 
9 The problem solving process was not affected by the presence of an 
interviewer or any recording equipment (camera, tape-recorder). 
" Students were free to communicate with others about their process but were 
required to document this activity. 
" Students were free to access other sources of information that could give 
them clues as to how to go about in their process (again, students were asked 
to acknowledge this). 
" Students did not have to restrict ther problem-solving process to a 20- or 30- i 
minute session. 
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" It was left to the students to decide how best to manage their solving time. 
However, they were advised of the benefits of taking `breaks' from the 
problem or mulling about it for a while (see Mason, 1982). 
These advantages suggested that this method of data collection was a viable 
alternative to the use of verbal reports. Textual reports share with verbal 
protocols the advantage of giving access to students' problem solving processes 
as they occur. Unlike verbal reports, however, rubric writing and its use as a 
method of data collection can be considered an `unobtrusive' method (see Lee, 
2000). This is to say that, as the solving process takes place, neither the 
researcher nor the environment is an intruding element with the potential to 
affect directly what the student does (or otherwise) as he tackles the problem. 
Moreover, since rubric writing is a necessary part of the course and was not 
introduced as part of the researcher's data collection method, this also added to 
its quality as an unobtrusive method. 
A suggested limitation of using rubrics was that they present `polished' versions 
of a problem-solving process. After all, rubrics were not created to provide 
information for the study but as part of an academic course. Thus, it was 
suggested that students' rubrics do not confer all that occurs as they solve a 
problem. Instead, students may be selective and present only those aspects of the 
problem that, in their view, suggest a coherent process. However, this was not 
considered a genuine drawback to using rubrics for the purposes of this study. 
Whereas it is true that rubrics may not contain all that crosses students' minds as 
they solve problems, what they contain is inevitably informative about what they 
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are trying to do as they solve problems during the course. If it had emerged that 
that the students' main concern as they solve problems is not to generate a 
solution but to satisfy the tutor, then that is what the theory would have been 
about. " 
Furthermore, following the idea that `all is data' it may be argued that rubrics 
need not be the only source of information used. The grounded theory 
methodology makes use of the method of constant comparison. This method 
requires that the data and the hypotheses that are generated be constantly 
compared against further data. What this data will consist of is something that 
will be determined by the questions raised in the emerging hypotheses. In the 
case of the present study, these data consisted of information from other rubrics 
as well as information gathered through informal interviews or observations. 
As a result of considering the advantages and disadvantages of verbal and textual 
reports, it was considered that the latter was a suitable method for learning about 
students' problem-solving processes. Also, the use of other sources such as 
informal interviews and observations were considered as useful methods of data 
collection. In this way, the exploratory study provided the researcher with 
methods of data collection that could be used for learning about students' 
As is discussed in Chapter 4. this was actually an observed pattern of behaviour albeit not the 
main one identified. It may be said that students' main concerns as they tackle non-routine 
mathematical problems is to `solution' (a process composed of other concerns such generating 
knoirle( e. generating solutions, and validating and improving them. However, it also emerged 
that students may 'pseudo-solution'. This behaviour suggests that students sometimes may opt for 
trying to satisfy an academic requirement rather than to genuinely solve the problem. 
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concerns as they solved problems. The next step after deciding on the methods 
of data collection was to make decisions as to how the data was to be analysed. It 
was decided that the best way to do this was by actually collecting and analysing 
data in order to evaluate the alternatives in a more objective way. This process 
led to what was called the `pilot' study. 
3.2.2. A pilot study 
Once the methodology and methods of data collection were defined through an 
exploratory study, a first attempt at collecting and analysing the data was 
conducted. This attempt can be seen as a pilot study that allowed the researcher 
to further define the methods of data collection and to gain knowledge in relation 
to using the grounded theory methodology. A number of recommendations 
emerged as a result of this study. Although some of these recommendations 
made reference to practicalities related to data collection, the most important 
contribution of the pilot study had to do with the analysis of the data. Important 
lessons about data analysis under the grounded theory approach were learnt 
during this phase. 
This section presents the pilot study. A first short subsection (Section 3.2.2.1) 
describes the context in which the pilot study took place. A second subsection 
(Section 3.2.2.2) deals with how data was collected and concludes with a list of 
recommendations for the main study. Section 3.2.2.3 briefly discusses the way 
the data was analysed during the pilot study and reflects on some of the problems 
that emerged. This discussion leads to the next section (3.2.3), where a more 
thorough discussion of the analysis of the data takes place. 
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3.2.2.1. Context of the pilot study 
The pilot study was conducted during the autumn term 2001. During the course 
that year, students attended a two-hour `lecture' and a one-hour seminar each 
week, for ten weeks. The course consisted of two main aspects: 
1. During `lectures', students were introduced to aspects of Mason et al. 's 
(1982) problem-solving framework. This provided the students with 
vocabulary and techniques that could be useful for solving problems and for 
reflecting on their processes. 
2. Students were prompted to solve one or two problems in class (during 
`lectures') and one or two more problems at home. The latter were to be 
discussed in the subsequent seminar, in which students were expected to 
share their solutions and solution processes. 
Furthermore, during the fifth week of the course (i. e., half way through the 
course), students were given the instructions for a final assignment. This 
assignment was to be submitted five weeks after the end of the course and 
consisted of three parts, as described in the following excerpt from the 
instructions sheet: 
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The assignment is in three parts. 
1. Work on one of the problems below [`Liouville' and `Jogger's Dog'; see 
Appendix 1] , writing a rubric for your solution process. You should 
submit your original work without spending too long tidying it up - but it 
must be LEGIBLE! 
2. Write a commentary on your solution, analysing the use of problem- 
solving techniques, and evaluating their effectiveness. 
3. Critically discuss the relevance of problem-solving techniques in other 
areas of your University course. 
Marks will be given particularly for clarity of reflection on and discussion of 
your work as well as for the elegance of the problem solution. 
(From the instruction sheet for final assignment, autumn 22001) 
3.2.2.2. Data collection during the pilot study 
Taking into account the organisation of the course, three potential sources of 
information were identified. It was hoped that, from these sources, three different 
types of data would be made available by the end of the term: 
" Students' rubrics for the problems tackled in class; 
" Students' rubrics for the problems tackled at home, and to be discussed in the 
seminars; and 
0 Students' rubrics for the final assignment. 
The process of collecting these data was conducted as follows: 
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" During the first session, the researcher was introduced to the students. She 
provided an explanation of the study and of the type of information that she 
wanted to collect. Students were told that their participation was optional and 
that they could withdraw their participation at any stage of the study. They 
were also ensured that no real names would be used in any of the reports. 
" Students' written work was collected every week in order to archive a 
photocopy of their work. This was the case in both `lectures' and seminars 
(i. e., work done in class and at home). 
" At the end of the course, students' final assignments were photocopied. 
These assignments consisted of (a) the rubric corresponding to a problem 
solved by students during the vacation period, (b) students' written comments 
on their solutions, and (c) a comment on the use of problem solving skills in 
areas outside the course (see the description of the requirements for the final 
assignment above). 
In practice, although data was successfully collected from these three sources, 
the quality of some of the data was not as expected. It had been assumed that all 
rubrics would be of similar informative quality regardless of whether they were 
tackled for lecture or seminar purposes or as part of the final assignment. 
However, this was not the case. In general, the weekly rubrics were so poorly 
documented that they were not considered useful for analysis purposes. The 
reasons for this became evident even before the data collection phase had been 
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completed. 12 These reasons for this can be put as follows: 
" During class (`lecture' or seminar), students were working mainly in teams 
and much of the communication was verbal. This did not encourage (nor 
effectively allowed) students to record their thoughts as they occurred. 
" The fact that it was not a course requisite to submit their weekly rubrics 
failed to stimulate students to document their work in a clear and 
comprehensive way. 
" During class, students had a maximum of two hours to tackle the problem. 
Progress was inconsistent among students but it can be said that many of 
them found their processes interrupted by this time restriction 
The situation was very different in the case of the final assignment. In this case, 
students focused on communicating their ideas, thoughts and emotions with the 
reader. Furthermore, the fact that the assignment was set for evaluation purposes 
seemed to encourage students to share their work in a clear manner. As 
mentioned in the assignment instruction sheet, marks were given for clarity of 
reflection on and discussion of your work as well as for the elegance of the 
problem solution". The result was that rubrics represented relatively integral 
problem-solving processes, as they occurred and from the stand-point of the 
12 The grounded theory approach provides the researcher with the flexibility to modify the 
methods of data collection in order to avoid situations like this one, in which data that was 
evidently useless had to continue being gathered. However, the fact that the data collection 
process \\ as attached to an academic course meant that changes could not possibly be made. 
Also, and as will be discussed in the next section, this situation can be partially attributed to an 
incomplete understanding of the methodology. The latter situation changed throughout the study 
as the rescarcher became better acquainted with the methods of -rounded theory. 
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solver. This made the final assignment a useful source of information for the 
purposes of this study. 
Some important recommendations emerged as a result of the data collection 
process associated with the pilot study. These were taken into account for the 
main study and can be summarised as follows: 
" It is unnecessary to collect the rubrics that students' produce in class; field 
observations are more suitable in this case. 
" Solving one problem at home per week (instead of two) may help increase 
the quality of the rubrics that students submit each week. 
0 Collecting students' rubrics for assessment purposes (i. e., assigning a mark to 
their submission) could help increase their quality. 
" The rubrics that students submitted for their final assignments represent a 
useful source of information; final-assignment rubrics should continue to be 
collected in the same way. 
As said, the aim of the pilot study was to collect and to analyse data in order to 
explore the feasibility of methods that were chosen. Although the data-collection 
phase presented some difficulties, it may be said that useful lessons were learnt. 
Moreover, the data-collection phase provided useful data in the form of the 
rubrics that students created for the final assignments. These rubrics were 
analysed for the purposes of the pilot study and the next subsection looks at how 
this was done. 
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3.2.2.3. Data analysis during the pilot study 
This section provides a critical description of how some of the data gathered 
from the pilot study was analysed. The first attempt at analysing the data made 
use of the methods of data analysis proposed by Strauss and Corbin (1990; 
1998). The authors presented these methods as techniques for generating 
grounded theories that can be adapted for the purposes of particular studies. In 
general, the analysis of the data during the pilot study consisted of two stages 
that can be related to the `open coding' and the `axial coding' techniques as 
suggested by Strauss and Corbin. 
Open coding and axial coding are important techniques in the Strauss and Corbin 
methods of data analysis. Open coding can be described as an exhaustive 
analysis with the intention of `opening up' the data and generating categories. 
Axial coding can be interpreted as the process of elaborating these categories 
further by investigating their properties and dimensions (i. e., the possible 
variations of these properties) and their relation to other categories. During the 
pilot study, open and axial coding were conducted in the following way: 
Open coding 
During open coding rubrics were analysed line-by-line with the aim of coding the 
instances observed and looking for categories. At this point, however, the 
researcher had observed that students seemed to approach mathematical problem 
solving in two different ways, namely, by trying to develop a solution and by 
trying to disco 'c'r it (de-Hoyos, Gray and Simpson, 2002). Although confirming 
this hypothesis was not the intention of open coding, the first attempt at 
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analysing the data was influenced by this previous observation. In this ww ay. 
open coding became a verification exercise rather than an exercise to 'open up 
the data (which was the original aim). It may be said the aim of open coding was 
unintentionally modified from detecting relevant categories to verifying the 
categories already observed. 
Axial coding 
Besides open coding, the other technique that was used was the `axial coding 
technique (Strauss and Corbin, 1990; 1998). According to the authors, in axial 
coding the 
focus is on specifying a category (phenomenon) in terms of the conditions 
that give rise to it; the context (its specific set of properties) in which it is 
embedded; the... strategies by which it is handled, managed, carried out; 
and the consequences of those strategies. 
(Strauss and Corbin, 1990, p. 97; emphasis in the original) 
Strauss and Corbin's description of this technique was found to be unclear and 
difficult to put in practice. 13 This led to a general interpretation of axial coding as 
the process of further specifying observed categories. In practice, the application 
of this technique resulted in continuing to code rubrics with the aim of 
developing the observed (or predefined) categories further. As more information 
was gathered, the categories evolved into two fully-fledged categories that \\, ere 
13 As the study progressed, it became clear why this was the case and what the drawbacks of axial 
coding \VCFC. See Section 3.2.3.21. 
97 
named `panning for gold' and `building a solution'. Panning for gold and 
building a solution were presented as two approaches to problem solving (de- 
Hoyos, 2002). However, although these categories constituted interesting results 
in themselves, they did not represent, and were not leading to, a holistic model of 
problem solving. 
3.2.3. Evaluation of the pilot study and implications 
This section provides an evaluation of the activities that were conducted for the 
analysis of the data collected during the pilot study. It also discusses a second 
attempt at `open coding' the data and how this exercise led to noticing a 
discrepancy between the methods of grounded theory suggested by Strauss and 
Corbin (1990; 1998) and those proposed by Glaser (1978; 1998; see also Glaser, 
1992). As it will be seen, considering the differences between both methods led 
to choosing the latter author's approach. 
Although the way in which the data was analysed during the pilot study was not 
altogether ineffective, it may be said that it failed to produce the expected results. 
That is, the conclusions that were drawn from the pilot study, however 
interesting, were in no sense leading towards a theory that would account for 
students' problem solving process as a whole. These results prompted a closer 
evaluation of the methods employed. 
3.2.3.1. The effect of preconceptions in analysing the data 
As Glaser and Strauss (1967) suggest, an important aspect of grounded theory as 
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a methodology is the need to approach the data without any preconceptions 
about what its categories (core or otherwise) will be. The reason behind this idea 
is that categories must be allowed to emerge from the data. However, this is not a 
statement that can be easily interpreted. On the one hand, the researcher does not 
approach the study as a `tabula rasa' but with a set of views about its elements 
and salient problems. As Strauss and Corbin (1990) put it, these views can be the 
result of familiarity with the relevant literature in the field, of personal or 
professional experience, or even of interaction with the data. In the authors' 
opinion, all these experiences may be a source of `theoretical sensitivity', i. e., a 
sort of background knowledge that makes the researcher sensitive to what the 
data `tells' about the area of inquiry. On the other hand, the researcher must not 
make any assumptions about the relevance of any preconceived ideas in relation 
to the study (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Whilst it is possible that some of these 
might become relevant categories during the analysis, it is also possible that they 
be considered only tangential or even irrelevant to the emergent theory. This 
relevance must be achieved and is something that the data should either confirm 
or refute. 
However feasible the above considerations may be, the initial phases of the 
analysis of the data from the pilot study presented some difficulties. Although the 
idea of allowing categories to emerge can hardly be considered unacceptable, 
how they will be allowed to emerge is a different problem. In this study, this 
problem was partially overcome by using preconceived categories to guide an 
initial attempt at 'open coding'. Moreover, instead of allowing the data to inform 
about the relevance of these categories, the researcher set out to identify those 
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instances that would provide further information about them. " This obviously 
led to developing these particular categories further, albeit in a somewhat 
artificial way. Even though this was not in accordance with the grounded theory 
methodology, it was the best reading of the related literature at that time. 
3.2.3.2. The use of axial coding 
As mentioned in Section 3.2.2.3, the way axial coding was interpreted during the 
pilot study did not seem to be leading to a holistic model of students' problem- 
solving processes. This suggested a review of the way this method was used and 
a search of possible ways of improving the quality of the analysis and the results. 
Strauss and Corbin (1990; 1998) suggest that categories should be specified 
further by axial coding. This involves considering categories and trying to relate 
them by asking specific questions such as `How are category x and category y 
related? ' `Under what circumstances does this category occur? ' or `What causes 
or consequences are related to it? ' However, as it was later realised in the 
present study, asking questions like these raises the need of generating logico- 
deduced answers and prevents the emergence of grounded relationships among 
categories. For instance, taking two categories and inquiring about their 
relationship implies that they are related and increases the possibility of the 
researcher imposing his or her preconceptions on the data. In other words, rather 
than concentrating on the data and on trying to `see' what is actually happening, 
axial coding leads to trying to answer questions that may 
be `suitable' to the 
14 Although this practice is not in itself methodologically unacceptable. it does contradict a basic 
orounded theory principle, namely, allowing the theory emerge 
from the data (see ( llaser, 1992). 
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researcher but not necessarily relevant to the situation being studied. 
According to Glaser (1992), axial coding is an unnecessary step in grounded 
theory if categories and their relationships are allowed to emerge. Contrary to 
Strauss and Corbin (1990), he suggested that the researcher should avoid trying 
to put categories together in artificial ways but that relations should also emerge 
from the data in the form of theoretical codes. In Glaser's words: 
Needless to say, theoretical coding families emerge as connections 
between categories and their properties. If one category is a condition of a 
property, then this will emerge as such. 
(Glaser, 1992, p. 62) 
Axial coding was thus put aside and the aim was to follow Glaser's (1978; 1992; 
1998) suggestion that constantly comparing the data and memo writing suffice 
for generating theoretical codes. Theoretical codes can be seen as the 
relationships among categories that Strauss and Corbin might have referred to, 
but that, at least in the present study, were not achieved through their method of 
axial coding. 
3.2.3.3. Open coding revisited 
According to Glaser (1978), open coding is the initial procedure of the grounded 
theory methodology. Its purpose is to `open up' the data through a line-by-line 
analysis that consists of looking for relevant categories. In the case of the pilot 
study, open coding was first conducted as a process of isolating problem solving 
101 
instances and evaluating them in terms of previously conceived ideas. This 
eventually led to the situation and results described above. The limitations in 
these results led to a new attempt at making use of the grounded theory approach, 
this time considering more rigorously what the methodology requires in each 
phase. 
In a second attempt at open coding, an emphasis was put on the need to approach 
the data without any assumptions on the relevance of previous observations. This 
was not difficult to achieve but this time a different problem emerged. Again, 
incidents were isolated and each was given a suitable name. Each of these names 
was considered a code and it was expected that a later grouping of codes would 
lead to relevant categories. However, this process did not yield the expected 
results as categories did not seem to be emerging from the data. As a result, there 
seem to be no other option than to force them by turning to previously conceived 
ones. A further analysis of the literature suggested that this process was closer to 
the labelling procedure recommended by Strauss and Corbin (1990; 1998) than 
to the constant comparative method originally suggested by Glaser and Strauss 
(1967; see also Glaser, 1978; 1992). 
As suggested by the literature on grounded theory, there seems to be a 
discrepancy regarding how open coding is to be conducted as a technique for 
data analysis. On the one hand, according to Glaser (1978), open coding consists 
of comparing incident with incident and later with emergent codes and 
categories. In other words, his method is mainly 
based on the constant 
comparative method (see Part I of this chapter). 
During this phase, the analyst 
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takes each incident in turn and asks questions like: 
"What is this data a study of? " 
"What category does this incident indicate? " 
"What is actually happening in the data? " 
(From Glaser, 1978, p. 57) 
Focusing on these questions, categories should soon begin to emerge, as well as 
their properties and dimensions. 
On the other hand, this is a different stance to the procedure of `labelling 
phenomena' suggested by Strauss and Corbin (1990; 1998). For them, open 
coding consists of `conceptualising' data. The authors define this technique as 
follows: 
Therefore, conceptualising our data becomes the first step in 
analysis. By breaking down and conceptualising we mean taking apart an 
observation, a sentence, a paragraph, and giving each discrete incident, 
idea, or event, a name, something that stands for or represents a 
phenomenon. 
(Strauss and Corbin, 1990; emphasis in the original) 
Glaser (1992) challenged this interpretation of open coding by stating that: 
10) 
By breaking down and conceptualising the data we do not mean taking 
apart a single observation, sentence or paragraph, and giving each 
discrete incident, idea or event a conceptual name, which indicates 
something that stands for or represents a phenomenon... 
We do mean comparing incident to incident and/or to concepts as the 
analyst goes through his data. We look for patterns so that a pattern of 
many similar incidents can be given a conceptual name as a category. 
(Glaser, 1992, p. 40; emphasis as in the original) 
It can be seen, therefore, that there are two different descriptions of open coding. 
With respect to this study, Strauss and Corbin's techniques did not seem to 
promote the emergence of general categories but required their creation once a 
number of incidents had been labelled. After experimenting with the constant 
comparative method, it was observed that categories (and they relationships) 
began to emerge in a natural way. 
3.2.3.4. Implications of the pilot study 
As suggested above, Glaser and Strauss seemed to have developed the grounded 
theory methodology in different and apparently conflicting directions (Charmaz, 
2000). On the one hand, Strauss's depiction of grounded theory seems to put the 
method of constant comparison out of the centre of the methodology and 
includes a number of new techniques (see Strauss and Corbin, 1990,1998). 
Paradoxically, instead of adding rigour to the methodology, these techniques 
propose a more open approach to `doing' grounded theory. They may be defined 
as a set of tools that are available for researchers who may decide which to use 
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and, to an extent, how to apply them. In this sense, Strauss and Corbin made 
grounded theory a flexible approach that the researcher may use together with 
other available techniques for data collection and analysis. Glaser, on the other 
hand, insists that constant comparison and memo writing are sufficient tools for 
generating the type of theory that fits and accounts for the situation under study 
(Glaser, 1978; 1992). Moreover, he has made grounded theory a comprehensive 
methodology that provides fully defined guidelines to take the researcher from 
data collection to the generation of a theory. 
In sum, the pilot study had implications on the way data was going to be 
collected and analysed during the main study. In terms of data collection, it 
provided practical recommendations to assure that the information generated was 
useful for informing about students' problem-solving processes. As for the 
analysis of the data, it allowed the researcher to become familiar with the 
selected methodology. This included not only learning about its practicalities but 
also learning about the different options available. Through the pilot study, it was 
possible to investigate these options and make informed choices regarding the 
methodology that was going to be used for the main study. 
It may be said that the analysis conducted during the pilot study adopted a 
version of grounded theory that was closer to Strauss and Corbin's (1990; 1998) 
more flexible approach. However, a number of difficulties emerged while 
working in this way and this led to attempts to resolve them by resorting to 
Glaser's more rigorous methodology. As a result, it was decided that Glaser's 
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grounded theory methods were better suited for the purpose of this study, and 
thus they were fully adopted. This led to the results that will be presented in 
Chapter 4. The next part of this chapter discusses the use of the grounded theory 
methodology during the main study. 
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3.3. PART III: METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION AND 
ANALYSIS DURING THE MAIN STUDY 
Part II of the methodology chapter (Section 3.2) discussed how the pilot study 
was the first attempt at collecting and analysing data. This first attempt provided 
useful experience that served to define the methods of data collection and 
analysis to be used during the `main' study. The aim of this third and last part of 
the methodology chapter (Section 3.3) is to discuss these methods. Section 3.3.1 
discusses how data was collected whilst the second section, 3.3.2, explains how 
the data was analysed following the grounded theory methodology proposed by 
Glaser (1978; 1992; 1998). The final section, 3.3.3, discusses the criteria for 
evaluating the product of studies conducted by following this methodology. 
3.3.1. Data collection during the main study 
Data collection for the main study took place, mainly, during the autumn term of 
the academic year 2002/2003, although, after this period, further data continued 
to be gathered in various forms. 15 The academic term, as is usual, consisted of a 
10-week period that lasted from October to December 2002. Students attended 
weekly, three-hour sessions in which three main activities usually took place. 
The first of these activities consisted of introducing students to some aspect of 
Mason et al. 's (1982) framework for solving problems. This activity was led by 
the lecturer and it was usually followed by a problem-solving period in which 
students were given the opportunity to tackle one or two problems. The third part 
15 Also, it must be stressed that although the information that was collected at this stage consisted 
of a considerable amount of data, the information collected during the exploratory and pilot 
studies ww as equally important for the analysis. 
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of the session consisted of a whole class discussion in which students 
considered their processes in the light of the ideas that were presented at the start 
of the session. 
Besides attending lectures, each week, starting from week two, students were 
required to tackle a problem at home and to submit a rubric of their work. These 
rubrics were going to be marked and taken into account for assessment purposes. 
The satisfactory completion of the weekly assignments accounted for 10% of the 
final assessment for the course. The fact that the rubrics were going to be marked 
ensured good quality work from most students during the term. In this way, the 
weekly rubrics constituted an important source of information for the study. 16 
Other sources of information were the final assignment that students had to 
submit at the end of the course and the observations made by the researcher in 
every session. Furthermore, once the course was completed, the researcher 
conducted a number of informal interviews with some of the students that 
participated in the course. The objective of these interviews was to investigate 
emergent issues further, particularly when the information was not available in 
the data that had already been gathered. Further information regarding the 
16 Assigning a percentage of the final mark to the submission of the assignments was one of the 
differences between the way course was conducted during the academic year 2002/2003 and 
previous years. The other difference had to do with the students taking the course. As mentioned 
in Part I of this chapter (Section 3.1.1.1), the course during the academic year 2002/2003 also 
included first year students doing BA(QTS) degrees. This was in contrast to previous years when 
only second- and third-year mathematics, computer sciences and physics students took the 
course. 
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process of data collection is provided below: 
Weekly Rubrics 
From week two to week ten, the researcher collected students' rubrics for solving 
a non-routine mathematical problem and made a photocopy of each of them. The 
mathematical problem that students had to tackle was given by the lecturer and 
students were expected to tackle it outside of class. They were expected to work 
individually but discussing their ideas with others or looking for information in 
other sources was not discouraged as long as students documented this in their 
rubric and their process was clear to follow. Rubrics were to be considered for 
assessment purposes and students were required to submit a rubric for at least 7 
out of the 9 given problems. The problems given during the course are listed in 
the table below and Appendix 1 provides a full description of the problems. 
Week 2: Steps 
Week 3: Ins and Outs 
Week 4: Cartesian Chase 
Week 5: Diagonals of a Rectangle 
Week 6: Hat Numbers 
Week 7: As Easy as ABC? 
Week 8: Arithmagons 
Week 9: Visible Points 
Week 10: Square Takeaway 
Table 1: List of problems considered during the academic year 2002/2003 
Final Assignment 
Students' final assignments were also photocopied for the purposes of the study. 
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The submission deadline for these assignments was the first week of the spring 
term (i. e., at least five weeks after the course had ended). However, the 
guidelines for completing this piece of work were available to the students from 
the fifth week of the course. The assignment consisted of two parts: 
"A choice of two non-routine mathematical problems: `Faulty Rectangles' and 
`Sums of Diagonals' (see Appendix 1). Students were supposed to choose 
one and to tackle it, producing a rubric that was going to be read and marked 
by the lecturer. 
"A written commentary on their solution "analysing the use of problem- 
solving techniques, and evaluating their effectiveness". 
Observations 
The researcher was present in every session and had the opportunity to get to 
know the students and observe them in class. This was useful in terms of making 
her sensitive to the situation, i. e., in terms of fostering theoretical sensitivity (see 
3.2.3.1; Glaser, 1978; 1992; Strauss and Corbin, 1990). 
In relation to the above methods of data collection, permission was obtained 
from students to use their work. They were also notified of the fact that they 
could withdraw their participation from the study at any stage and that all names 
would remain anonymous. 
In f meal intcn'iovs 
At least 7 informal interviews were conducted once the course had ended. The 
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aim of these interviews was to gain information and understanding on issues 
that were raised by the analysis of the data but for which no further information 
was available. Thus, the interviewees were selected on the basis of the 
information that was sought. For instance, if the researcher wanted to gather 
further information about an emerging category such as guessing an answer 
versus deducing it logically, she would contact students whose rubrics gave 
evidence of these behaviours. Not all students agreed to participate but those who 
did provided the researcher with useful information. During these interviews 
students were asked general questions regarding a particular aspect of their 
process. For example, students could be asked to explain "what were you trying 
to do" in relation to their rubrics. Students were allowed to talk freely once the 
question was posed. Following the grounded theory methodology interviews 
were not tape-recorded. Instead, field notes were written immediately after each 
interview was conducted (Glaser, 1998). 
Once the theory was complete, further data was gathered by presenting it to the 
research supervisors (one of who was the lecturer in charge of the course) and to 
one of the participants of the course. In these cases, the readers' comments were 
treated "as more data" (see Glaser, 1998) to be compared against the theory. 
Each time the theory was presented, the readers' comments, questions and 
impressions were carefully considered. In some cases, such comments resulted in 
the researcher going back to the data to clarify aspects of the theory. 
3.3.2. Data analysis during the main study 
Although in grounded theory data collection and analysis are both ideally 
conducted in tandem from the beginning (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), this was 
not possible in this study. The first reading of the collected data was made during 
the course, as rubrics were being submitted. However, due to schedule 
restrictions, the analysis had to be postponed until after the course had ended. 
This did not have negative consequences for further stages; a large amount of 
useful data was being made available and it was also possible to contact the 
students once the course had finished. Moreover, the fact that the researcher had 
become familiar with the rubrics' mathematical content allowed her to start the 
data analysis right after the data collection phase. 
The analysis of the data was done in accordance to the grounded theory methods 
described in Glaser and Strauss (1967) and Glaser (1978; 1992; 1998). The way 
the data was analysed and how this eventually led to the theory being presented 
in this study will be described in the next sub-sections. The main stages of the 
process that will be described are the following: 
9 Open coding; 
" Selective coding; 
" Sorting, and 
" Writing-up. 
As Glaser (1998) put it, grounded theory's processes are sequential, subsequent 
and simultaneous. This is to say that although the process of generating a theory 
has several stages and they are conducted in a particular order, previous stages 
may continue to be in operation. It is important to keep this in mind as the 
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following sections are considered. 
Although every effort will be made to provide an as clear picture as possible of 
how the data was analysed, it is simply impossible to express the analysis process 
in full. Among other things, the analysis consisted of constantly comparing 
incidents from more than 300 scripts. Thus, the analysis process that will be 
described consists of a general view of the process. To partially remedy this 
situation, Appendix 2 provides a full account of the analysis of two rubrics. 
However, the reader must consider that the concepts that comprise the theory 
presented in this study were derived from comparing a large number of rubrics as 
well as a considerable amount of supporting data. In other words, these concepts 
represent patterns of behaviour that may or may not be evident in a single rubric. 
3.3.2.1. Initial analysis of the data: open coding 
Open coding, as the first analysis activity conducted in grounded theory studies, 
involves "running the data open" (Glaser, 1978, p. 56), i. e., starting to learn 
about salient issues of the situation through the data that has been made 
available. Open coding was introduced in Part I (Section 3.1.2.1) and further 
discussed in Part II (Sections 3.2.2.3 and 3.2.3.3) of this chapter. 
As suggested by Glaser, the ultimate aim of open coding is to find a "core 
category", i. e., a category that seems to integrate other categories and that can 
serve to explain the situation as a whole. This aim guides the analysis and once a 
core category is identified, the researcher proceeds with selective coding (as will 
be discussed in the next sub-section). Thus, during open coding: 
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[The researcher] constantly looks for the `main theme', for what - in his 
view - is the main concern or problem for the people in the setting, for 
what sums up a pattern of behaviour, the substance of what is going in the 
data... 
(Glaser, 1978, p. 94; emphasis added) 
During the main study, open coding consisted of taking one rubric at a time and 
analysing it line-by-line but without paying - at least initially - too much 
attention to the detail. As the researcher analysed students' rubrics, questions like 
the following were kept in mind: 
What is the student's main concern here? What is s/he trying to do? What 
does this tell me about? How does this relate to something I noticed 
before? 
(See Glaser, 1978). 
The following table provides two examples that illustrate how open coding was 
conducted. Each example corresponds to a different rubric. However, they are 
related in that both were coded as `looking for information and understanding'. 
As the researcher coded the rubric, the following two quotes caught her attention. 
In them, students seemed to be trying to learn more about the situation. In other 
words, they seemed to be looking for information and understanding in order to 
be able to solve the problem. 
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Sample passage [all names are pseudonyms]: Coded as: 
"So 23 ways of doing this. So far we have 24 possibilities, Lookin, c for 
but loads more - beginning to look like combinations and information and 
permutations. Can't really remember them so want to look at understanding. 
what happens with `2's and even `3's and find a pattern. " 
(Camille, Steps, p. 1) 
"Arg, I don't see where this is leading me. This is clearly a Looking for 
recursive/repeating pattern but I don't know if it helps? I've information and 
set up a spreadsheet but nothing clear. Maybe factorising the understanding. 
formula will make things clear. " (Julian, As Easy as ABC?, 
p. 4) 
Table 2: Example of open coding 
During the analysis of students' rubrics, the researcher followed a number of 
informal and often implicit guidelines. These guidelines were practical ideas as 
to how to make the most of the analysis. Some of these guidelines were 
borrowed from the literature on grounded theory (particularly Glaser, 1978; 
1992; 1998) and some emerged as a result of the experience gained by attending 
grounded theory seminars and as the analysis progressed. The guidelines are 
summarised below: 
9 The analysis should be done line-by-line and not through skim-reading. This 
is important in order to avoid making false assumptions as to what the 
student is trying to do at each stage of the rubric. 
" Since the grounded theory methods of analysis are based on constant 
comparisons, it is not necessary to `linger' for too long on particular 
incidents. If one incident does not suggest a code or an observation, it is 
better to continue reading the data and making comparisons rather than to 
make forced assumptions. 
IIS 
" In relation to the previous point, Glaser (grounded theory seminar. London. 
2003) suggested that the researcher should not get too attached to any single 
idea, no matter how good it sounds. Further data will verify its relevance (or 
otherwise, in which case the idea should be left behind). 
To provide a better picture of how the data was analysed, Appendix 2 presents 
the process of analysis of two complete rubrics. As it can be seen in these 
rubrics, the method of constant comparison was used opportunistically. This is to 
say that, as the researcher analysed each incident, she was vigilant about other 
incidents with which it would be worth-while comparing. 
It is likely that the codes generated in the examples provided above, as well as in 
the rubrics provided in Appendix 2, would have been compared to find more 
about ideas such as `looking for information and understanding'. Moreover, it is 
possible that this comparison would have prompted ideas about how information 
was sought, for what purpose, etc. These ideas would have been noted down in 
the form of a memo and stored for future comparisons. As will be discussed next, 
`constant comparisons' and `writing memos' are important activities during open 
coding. These activities start with open coding but continue to be in use 
throughout the process. These activities have been mentioned previously 
(Sections 3.1.2.1 and 3.2.3.3) and they are worth considering in more detail. 
Constant comparative analysis 
The method of constant comparative analysis starts by comparing incidents to 
other incidents within the data (Glaser, 1978). This comparison generates codes 
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(or concepts) that are later compared to more incidents and eventually to other 
codes. This method quickly begins to generate ideas about the data and to answer 
the question that grounded theorists are meant to pose (see Section 3.2.3.3). 
However, although these ideas emerge from the data, they ideas are not fixed; 
instead, they are subject to further comparisons and as a result of this are 
constantly modified to make them more suitable representatives of the situation. 
Memo writing 
Writing memos is another important aspect of grounded theory as it represents 
the media in which relationships among categories and its elements are not only 
stored but also developed. According to Glaser: 
Memos are the theorising write-up of ideas about codes and their 
relationships as they strike the analyst while coding. 
(Glaser, 1978, p. 83). 
Thus, an important characteristic of memos is that they should be written down 
as soon as an idea comes to the researcher's mind. (And, as the researcher 
analyses the data by making constant comparisons, these ideas are constantly 
emerging. ) Recording ideas as soon as they emerge is so important to grounded 
theory that writing memos - even if only brief ones - is given temporal priority 
over coding or any other activity. In practical terms, this means that the 
researcher must stop any activity to write any emerging idea about the situation. 
The following table provides examples of memos written as the researcher 
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analysed the data. Within each memo, it can be seen how an effort was made to 
make them more `conceptual' and less anecdotal. This was done by avoiding 
references to the particulars of the incident being considered and concentrating 
more on those aspects that could lead to conceptualising general patterns of 
behaviour (Glaser, 1998). In general, memo writing meant that ideas about what 
was happening in the data were put on paper. This provided a fund of ideas to 
work with and modify as necessary. As the analysis progressed, memos started to 
reflect an increased understanding of the situation. 
Memo: 
Variability in the degree of generating information: Some students learn a lot 
about the situation before they try to provide an answer. Other students, on the 
other hand, seem to be giving tentative solutions without understanding. Ideas 
that seem misinformed or underinformed... Investigate the consequences of 
these approaches 
Memo: 
There seems to be a `minimum information principle'. Reaching a level of 
sufficient understanding of the situation is necessary in order for students to start 
generating a solution. It seems that students do not try to gain more information 
than what is necessary. If they can generate a solution with what they know, they 
are more likely to choose to do this than to try to learn more about the situation. 
Thus, if students can generate a solution with a very surface understanding, then 
they will not try to gather deeper understanding. They will only do the latter if 
they have to. 
Memo 
Reducing complexity is a strategy to start dealing with a complex situation. A 
`strategy' since it is a consciously chosen route and not something that they do as 
a result of the circumstances. Students may use this strategy to learn about the 
situation or to generate a solution. It seems to be a recurrent activity. Reducing 
complexity helps make the situation simpler and easier to be dealt with. 
Memo 
When students try to generate a solution, students try deduction first (although 
they do not necessarily succeed! ). 
Table 3: Examples of memos written during the analysis 
3.3.2.2. Selective coding 
While open coding allows the researcher to find as many categories as possible 
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to explain the problem that those involved are trying to resolve, during sclectke 
coding the researcher "becomes selective and focuses on a particular problem" 
(Glaser, 1978, p. 56). This `problem' is the core category which, as mentioned 
above (Section 3.3.2.1), integrates or sums up what is going on in the data. 
Finding a core category and focusing on it does not mean that other categories 
become irrelevant or that they will be ignored. What this means is that the 
researcher will integrate these categories around a main category that will serve 
to unify and relate emerging ideas. 
In some cases, core categories are best represented by `basic social processes', 
which constitute a type of core category (Glaser, 1978). Basic social (or 
psychological) processes suggest that the situation under study can be explained 
by a set of identifiable changes that participants go through as they deal with 
their respective problematic situations. In the case of this study, it became 
evident that students' problem-solving processes could be best conceptualised as 
a four-stage basic psychological process which was called `solutioning' (see 
Chapter 4). 
Once solutioning had emerged as a core category, the researcher moved on to 
selective coding. Selective coding was similar to open coding in that constant 
comparative analysis and memo writing continued to be the main activities. 
However, the difference was that, whereas open coding considered all codes as 
possibly relevant, selective coding demanded that all the attention be put on 
those codes that referred to solutioning. 
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Selective coding continued for several months. Through this process, the 
researcher accumulated a vast memo fund. Within these memos, some contained 
brief or incipient ideas about the data. Others - particularly the later ones - 
contained more sophisticated conceptualisations that seemed to start `organising' 
the situation. However, this organisation was not possible merely through memo 
writing and this prompted the researcher to stop the analysis (at least 
temporarily) and to start trying to sort the memos into an outline. This implied 
moving to the next stage of the grounded theory methodology. 
3.3.2.3. Sorting the memo fund 
Sorting is the process through which the researcher organises memos into an 
outline that is not preconceived but that, again, should be allowed to emerge. As 
suggested above, the transition from selective coding to memo sorting comes 
naturally after a period of analysis and when the researcher notices that memos 
start being repetitive, restating what was already said and not adding much to the 
analysis. According to Glaser (1998), this transition is experienced by the 
researcher as a feeling of exhaustion in relation to analysing data and a 
willingness to start doing `something' with the memos available. 
In the present study, the sorting process was conducted following Glaser's (1978; 
1998) guidelines. The following passage is about the process of sorting memos 
piles and succinctly details how the researcher should proceed: 
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At the start, the researcher faces virtually one large pile of memos. He 
should enter the pile anywhere, no matter, and pick a memo. Place the 
memo somewhere on a table; it does not matter where. He should usually 
choose a large table, like a dining table. It is important to have lots of 
space. Then pick another memo and see by comparing how it is related to 
the first one picked. Upon comparison they will relate empirically in 
some fashion like the substantive area is integrated. 
Thus, the researcher just keeps picking a memo off the original pile, 
constantly comparing and the memo will relate theoretically and 
substantively to other memos. As an integration emerges, resorting the 
memos occurs as they fit somewhat differently. Just keep sorting, 
comparing and resorting and the integration of the theory emerges. 
(Glaser, 1998, pp. 189-190) 
In this way, memos sorting allowed a general outline to emerge. The emergence 
of the outline exposed a number of concepts that were not fully saturated in the 
sense that their variation was not yet fully accounted for. However, this did not 
pose an unsolvable problem. It simply meant that the researcher had to go back 
to the data and code selectively in relation to these concepts. This process 
generated more memos and these were sorted in the same way as with the 
original memo fund. 
3.3.2.4. Writing up the theory 
Writing-up the theory consisted of two main stages. The first one was a relatively 
straightforward task during which the sorted memos were `poured' into a'l'ord' 
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document that resulted in the very first draft of the theory. Once the first draft 
was complete, the second stage was to `rework' the theory (Glaser, 1998). 
Reworking was a longer process than transferring the memos to `paper'. It 
required clarifying ideas and making sure that they conveyed what was meant to 
be said (Glaser, 1978). In some cases, reworking consisted mainly of polishing 
paragraphs or changing the order in which ideas were presented to ensure clarity. 
In other cases, reworking the theory evidenced areas that were not sufficiently 
developed. This raised the need of going back to the data, generating new memos 
and integrating them. 
3.3.3. Criteria for evaluating the theory 
There are several important points that need to be taken into account to evaluate 
a grounded theory. First, grounded theories are not intended as accurate 
descriptions but as `modifiable conceptualisations' (Glaser, 2003). As a result, 
grounded theories cannot be evaluated in terms of how accurately they describe, 
but in terms of how well they explain the main concerns of those involved in the 
situation being investigated. Being modifiable means that, as relevant data 
becomes available, the theory does not need to be discarded but it can be easily 
modified to incorporate new variations (Ibid). This is possible due to the fact that 
grounded theories do not aim to provide a detailed account of the particulars. 
Instead, their aim is to provide an abstract interpretation of how the participants 
are constantly trying to resolve their main concerns (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). 
Having a different objective to other methodologies, it is expected that grounded 
theories he evaluated using different criteria. After all, as Merrik (1999) suggests, 
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the `quality' of a proposed theory must be evaluated against what it purports 
and not necessarily by using the canons established for verifying the validity of 
fundamentally different studies. Since grounded theories are meant to be theories 
that explain, they must be evaluated by criteria that considers the suitability (as 
opposed to the accuracy) of their explanations (Glaser, 1978). 
The three criteria that are used to evaluate grounded theories are: `fit', 
`relevance', and `work' (Galser and Strauss, 1967; see also Glaser, 1978; 1998; 
2003). These criteria can be seen as substitutes for `validity' and `reliability' as 
commonly established by other `qualitative-data analysis' (or QDA) 
methodologies (see Glaser, 1978; 2003). Fit, relevance and work are discussed 
next. 
Fit 
According to Glaser (1998) `fit' refers to whether each of the concepts being put 
forward by the theory represents "the pattern of data it purports to denote" (p. 
236). For instance, in relation to this study, looking at concepts such as `control' 
mechanisms (Schoenfeld, 1985b) would have caused a lack of fit in the theory 
since there was no pattern in the data to suggest that `control' was an issue of 
concern for students as they tried to solve problems. Instead - and to provide two 
examples from the results of this study - it was observed that students constantly 
try to `generate knowledge' and that `looking for patterns' can, in some cases, 
help them to achieve this (how this occurs is explained in Chapter 4). 
Grounded theories are theories that have fit because their concepts are derived 
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from the data and not imported from other theories or derived by speculation or 
logical deduction. Concepts emerge as a result of constantly comparing incidents 
from the data and finding suitable names to describe the patterns of behaviour 
being observed. Thus, this process generates concepts (or codes) that are later 
compared against other incidents, and then against other concepts (Glaser, 1978). 
By making further comparisons, these concepts are organised into a flexible 
theory that is modifiable. This means that the concepts may be modified 
according to new information in order to make them better representatives of the 
pattern observed, i. e., in order to assure fit. 
Relevance 
During a grounded-theory study, the researcher is interested in finding out what 
is the main concern of those involved; i. e., what is the issue that they are trying 
to resolve and how. This leads to generating hypotheses about what the main 
concern is and that explain how it is processed. By doing this, "emergent 
concepts will relate to the true issues of the participants in the substantive area" 
(Glaser, 1998, p. 236). This implies that the theory will be of `relevance' to those 
involved and to those interested in affecting the situation. 
Work 
The idea that a grounded theory should `work' is closely related to `fit' and 
`relevance'. If a theory fits the data and serves to explain how those involved 
resolve (or fail to resolve) issues that are relevant to them, then the theory should 
serve to make predictions and to introduce desired changes. For instance, a 
theory that explains that students may fail to find key ideas if they focus on 
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trying to discover them (see Chapter 4) can be helpful for predicting possible 
outcomes and for suggesting what actions need to be encouraged or discouraged. 
The case studies provided in Chapter 5 will illustrate how the model developed 
in this study satisfies the criteria of `fit', `work' and `relevance'. 
3.3.4. Brief summary and final considerations 
This final part of the methodology chapter looked at the methods of data 
collection and analysis for the main study. It may be said that the former 
emerged mainly from the information obtained during the exploratory study. As 
for the methods of data analysis, they were the result of a continuous process of 
learning about the grounded theory methods. Although this learning curve started 
to take place since the outset of the study, new aspects of it continued to become 
evident at later stages. This part (Part III) described the process through which 
the theory of problem solving that is presented Chapter 4 emerged. 
The theory presented next is composed of interrelated concepts. The concepts (as 
well as their relationships) were created as a plausible hypothesis based on the 
data. A process of constant-comparisons served to constantly modify these 
hypotheses for best fit, relevance and work. Furthermore, the theory is general 
enough to be modified and improved as new data becomes available. Finally, it 
must be stressed that the theory that will be presented should be evaluated in 
terms of how well it fits the data, how relevant it is to students taking the 
problem-solving course, and how it can be useful for helping students understand 
their own solving processes. 
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Conscientiously following a particular methodology ensures that the product of a 
research study will be characterised by certain qualities. However, this also 
implies that there are other qualities that the product will not have, either because 
they are not contemplated or are not regarded as most relevant by the adopted 
methodology. In the light of this consideration, it is important to stress that 
grounded theories are not verified theories but plausible explanations of how 
participants resolve, in this case, the problem of tackling non-routine 
mathematical problems. In this way, the theory that is presented next explains 
general patterns of behaviour observed as students try to generate knowledge, as 
they try to generate and validate solutions, and as they try to improve their 
results. These patterns, however, are not presented as verified hypotheses. 
Instead, they are integrated into a grounded theory that is modifiable as new data 
becomes available. 
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4. THE MODEL: `SOLUTIONING' 
4.1. INTRODUCTION 
This section presents the model of problem solving that was developed as a result 
of this study. The model represents a substantive theory that explains students' 
main concerns as they tackle problems. The aim of the model is not to provide an 
accurate description of how problem solving took place in this particular 
situation. Instead, following the grounded theory methodology, the model aims 
to conceptualise students' main concerns as they try to solve problems and to 
explain how these concerns are resolved (see Glaser, 1992; 1998). In doing this, 
it is hoped that the model will raise issues that are of relevance to the participants 
and to those interested in problem solving. It is also expected that the model will 
raise issues of interest for researchers in problem solving in general. 
The basic psychological process observed as students solve problems was called 
`solutioning'. Solutioning can be seen as a process where students usually start 
by generating knowledge (Section 4.2). Once this is achieved, they proceed by 
generating solutions and validating them (Sections 4.3 and 4.4, respectively). A 
further stage of solutioning consists of improving the results (Section 4.5). 
Solutioning may be a cyclic process and the activities that comprise it can be 
recurrent, meaning that may be conducted time and again during the process. 
Besides the stages mentioned above, the model also discusses 'pseudo- 
solutioning' as an important variation to solutioning. This can be considered as 
an alternative approach to problem solving that students may take when they fail 
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to solution. Pseudo-solutioning is discussed in Section 4.6. The chapter then 
concludes with Section 4.7, where final comments are made in relation to the 
theory generated. 
Each stage of solutioning represents an area of concern for students as they 
tackle problems. The `selection' and organisation of the sections were not based 
on a particular pre-existing theoretical framework or on previous experience. 
They were the result of following a rigorous methodology that focuses on 
modelling patterns of behaviour observed in situations that can be considered 
problematic for those involved. Thus, by following this methodology, the result 
is a substantive theory of problem solving that focuses on those issues that 
students are constantly trying to resolve as they tackle complex problems (see 
Glaser, 1978). 
Finally, a note on the presentation of the theory should be made. In order to make 
the theory more accessible to the reader, a number of examples are given. The 
reader must be warned that these examples should be read as illustrations of the 
concepts being discussed. " They are not presented as proofs and thus not all 
concepts are necessarily accompanied by an example. Moreover, in some cases, 
examples are presented in the form of discussions within the text rather than in 
the form of verbatim quotes. This does not only coincide with the grounded- 
theory methodology but it also allows the researcher to present complex 
17 This is also the case for some explanations that may sound descriptive to the reader. As Glaser 
(1978) points out, "Indicators for the concepts that are descriptive statements are used only for 
illustration and imagery. They support the concept, they are not the story itself. " (p. 134) 
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situations that cannot be conveyed in a brief quote. The following quote from 
Glaser (1978) clarifies the issue of presenting the final product of a grounded 
theory in a more succinct way: 
The credibility of a theory should be won by its integration, relevance and 
workability, not by illustration used as if it were proof. The assumption of 
the reader, he should be advised, is that all concepts are grounded and 
that this massive grounding effort could not be shown in a writing. Also 
that as grounded they are not proven; they are only suggested. The 
theory is an integrated set of hypotheses, not of findings. Proofs are not 
the point. Illustrations are only to establish imagery and understanding as 
vividly as possible when needed. It is not incumbent upon the analyst to 
provide the reader with description or information as to how each 
hypothesis was reached. 
(Glaser, 1978, p. 134; emphasis in the original) 
4.2. GENERATING KNOWLEDGE18 
An important activity in students' problem-solving process is to generate 
knowledge about the situation or, in other words, to generate relevant 
information and to gain understanding. This is usually conducted at the start of 
the process, particularly if students know little or nothing about the situation. For 
this reason, generating knowledge seems a good place to start the discussion on 
students' problem solving processes. However, it must be made clear that the 
18 The term 'knowledge' is used as representing both information and understanding. 
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need to generate knowledge will continue to emerge throughout the process. 
4.2.1. Strategies for, and ways of, generating knowledge 
A common strategy to generate information and understanding is to reduce the 
complexity of the situation being dealt with. When reducing complexity, students 
"start at the beginning" and focus on intentionally simplified or even trivial 
versions of the situation. The aim behind reducing complexity seems to be to 
start gathering the information and understanding that will allow students to 
eventually move on to more sophisticated cases. Reducing complexity may help 
students gain access to complex situations by reducing them to simpler, more 
manageable ones. '9 The following example illustrates this idea. In it Hillary 
started `simple' with the intention of working her way up to the desired solution. 
19 Other studies make reference to similar strategies in different contexts. Hazzan (1999; 2001), 
for instance, reported that students reduce abstraction when dealing with abstract algebra 
concepts. Students may do this, for example, by focusing on concrete aspects of the situation 
when it cannot be conceptualised as a whole. Reducing complexity and Hazzan's concept of 
reducing abstraction are related in the sense that, in both cases, students simplify a complex 
situation in order to be able to deal with it. Nonetheless, reducing complexity and reducing 
abstraction differ in that the former is usually is a consciously chosen activity. As for reducing 
abstraction, Hazzan suggests that this seems to be an unconscious rather than a conscious 
'choice'. 
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Right, let's think about this. Start simple and work my way up to step ? 5. 
Ok, what's the probability of me landing on step 0? Has to be 0 as I start 
on step 1. So how about the probability of landing on step number I? 
Well, I start there, so it is a certainty - probability 1. Right. now it starts 
to get interesting: what's the probability of landing on step number 2? 
Let's think about this... 
(Hillary, Steps, p. 1) 
Another important strategy that helps students generate knowledge is data 
organising. By developing ways of representing information or arranging the 
available information in convenient ways students make the process of 
generating knowledge more manageable. Introducing a notation, a table of values 
or a diagram are common examples of data organising. The following examples 
illustrate the latter cases. 
I will use a table to search for some patterns: 
PI1234567 
Dp(1,1) 114 10 20 35 56 58 
(Keith, Sums of Diagonals, p. 2) 
If I try to draw a diagram of the possible outcomes this may help give me 
a better idea of what is happening and may lead to further development. 
(Lila, Steps, p. 1) 
Besides making use of some strategies, students generate information and gain 
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understanding about the situation in many ways. The following is a brief list of 
the types of activities that students conduct for this purpose. The list is not 
exhaustive and other activities may be included from further research: 
Specialising 
A common way in which students generate information and understanding is by 
`specialising', i. e., by dealing with particular aspects of the situation. When 
students specialise, they focus on isolated aspects of the situation and thus on 
simplified versions of the problem. For this reason, it may be said that 
specialising is intrinsically about reducing complexity. Most students specialise 
at one point or another in their processes and the choice seems to be made in a 
`natural' way ("My instinct to this problem is to start from the easiest case. ") 
However, during the course, students were specifically introduced to Mason et 
al. 's (1982) idea of specialising. This fact may account for the students' tendency 
to specialise and to label their activity in that way. 
I will start by specialising and using squares, since they seem more 
straightforward, and then progress to rectangles. 
(Hannah, Cartesian Chase, p. 2) 
Importing 
In order to start making sense of the situation, students sometimes `import' ideas 
or information from sources other than the problem and the situation that it 
presents. These ideas may be relevant to the problem and in that sense that they 
may help students to better understand the situation and deal with it. Recalling 
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past knowledge or experience are common ways of importing information. 
I know a similar problem. Diagonals of a Rectangle, which seems to be 
related and I think I can use my solution. 
(Emilio, Visible Points, p. 1) 
Fault line - brings to mind brick walls. In a brick wall you couldn't have 
such a line because the wall would be too weak. Conjecture that brick 
laying pattern may prove the answer. I will carry on specialising and will 
come back to this conjecture later. 
(Kirk, Faulty Rectangles, pp. 1-2) 
Students may also import information from other sources such as their notes (or 
any bibliographical reference, from that matter). Sharing ideas with fellow 
classmates may also be a way of gaining information and/or understanding. 
Importing requires that borrowed ideas are evaluated in terms of their relevance 
and applicability to the present situation. Importing can provide useful 
information but also presents the risk of considering irrelevant ideas that may 
have to be abandoned at a later time. This was the case for the idea that 
considering how brick walls are constructed could provide useful information for 
tackling the `Faulty Rectangles' problems (see example above). Several students 
considered this idea and either forgot about it or consciously discarded it at a 
later time. 
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Hands on investigations 
Another way of generating knowledge is by taking a `hands-on' approach and 
carrying out the basic operations that are relevant to the situation. For instance, in 
`Faulty Rectangles' students physically constructed rectangles with dominoes 
and observed what combinations could lead to fault-free rectangles. Another 
example can be given in relation to `Ins and Outs', where students conducted 
hands-on investigations by folding pieces of paper and observing the sequences 
of folds that were generated. Hands-on investigations provide students with first 
hand experience of the situation and may lead to gaining important knowledge 
and understanding. 
Shall I try playing it? Use a chessboard and a pawn. 
(Jules, Cartesian Chase, p. 1) 
Close analysis of information 
An important way of finding more about the situation is by carefully analysing 
the information that is available or that has been made available. In some cases, 
information and understanding may emerge easily by looking at the data. In other 
cases, however, students have to make conscientious efforts in order to generate 
knowledge. By considering (or reconsidering) available information and trying to 
understand it, it may be possible to derive further information and understanding 
from it. This may involve reviewing the data and making deliberate efforts at 
drawing out observations and ideas. 
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Ok, let's look at our previous example. 
N=4 
Stage 1: 1,2,4 [Divisors of N] 
Stage 2: (1), (1,2), (1,2,4) [Divisors of divisors of N] 
Is there any significance about the numbers at stage 1? 
(Jared, Liouville, p. 6) 
It is not uncommon for students to combine these knowledge-generating 
activities by either conducting them at the same time or by sharing information 
from one activity to another. For instance, when specialising, students may take a 
hands-on approach. Another example is when students conduct a close analysis 
of information that has been generated after a period of specialising. After all, 
there is no imposed limit to what students can do in order to generate information 
and understanding. 
The need to generate knowledge will continue to emerge throughout the process. 
New information and understanding may be required at any stage, from 
situations in which students are looking for new ideas to situations where they 
are trying to take an idea further. Consequently, students may be involved in the 
activities discussed above at any time during their process. 
Moreover, students make reference to the information they observe in the form 
of written or verbal observations. Trying to gain knowledge about the situation 
leads students not only to noticing but also to making a dote of those new pieces 
of information that may be relevant in terms of generating a solution. The next 
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subsection looks at the observations that students make as a result of dealing 
with the data. 
4.2.2. Making observations 
The information and understanding that students generate may become manifest 
in the form of observations. In fact, making observations can be seen as a 
consequence of trying to generate knowledge. Observations are facts or ideas 
about the situation that students may find interesting or relevant, and that they 
point out in a written or verbal way. In some cases (like in the example below), 
these observations may lead directly to an initial solution. 
AHA! The pattern behind the centre is just a pattern of the previous one, 
while those behind is just the opposite way around [... ] 
Therefore, if we repeat this, we would be able to generate a sequence 
after 10 folds. 
(Karina, Ins and Outs, pp. 1-2) 
Although observations may lead to generating a solution (see Section 4.2.3), in 
some cases they may involve information that may or may not be used at a later 
time. This is to say that not all observations will be useful in the same way. 
Observations may inform students about ways to generate a solution (like in the 
example above) but they may also provide less central (though not necessarily 
unimportant) information. Furthermore, important observations may be easily 
identified as such. Alternatively, it may take the student time and effort to be able 
to tell whether a certain piece of information is relevant or not. The first example 
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below illustrates a situation in which the student realised, almost immediately, 
the importance of an observation. In the second example, the student noted an 
observation but was unsure of its relevance in relation to solving the problem. 
Slope=(4-1)/(4-1)=1. 
AHA! The gradient of slope 1 is 1.1 can use the same method and apply 
it to slope 2. 
Slope=(9-1)/(5-1)=2. 
Aha! I got it! 
(Patrick, Sums of Diagonals, p. 2) 
Obviously, I can only pull out the numbers 1 and 2 and the difference 
between these is 1. 
Hmm... could this always be the case (wild guess)? Or is it too early to 
tell. 
(Aminta, Hat Numbers, p. 1) 
When students come across an observation, they may adopt a `pragmatic' 
approach. Adopting a pragmatic approach involves focusing not only on the 
observation itself but also on how it can be used for generating a solution. When 
students adopt a pragmatic approach towards making observations they ask 
themselves questions like "How can this [idea, fact, etc. ] be used? " The example 
below (as well as Patrick's example above) illustrates a case where the student 
considered observations in a pragmatic way. 
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I realised that I'd go through a point if the two lengths of the sides had a 
factor in common and so could be split into a number of identical smaller 
rectangles one after the other. 
How can I use this? 
(Rafael, Visible Points, p. 3) 
A pragmatic approach may help to discriminate unimportant ideas and thus may 
help in making the process more efficient. Thinking in terms of how ideas can be 
used seems to lead to starting to generate a solution sooner than if observations 
are made without considering their usefulness or applicability. As the examples 
below suggest, a pragmatic approach can help students decide more efficiently 
whether an idea is useful and, if so, how. 
Points (i, j), where i, j are positive. 
Defined to be BELOW (m, n) where m, n are positive when i<m and j<n. 
(i, j) is below itself - not particularly important. 
(Dylan, Visible Points, p. 1) 
Already know why this works for primes so maybe can use prime 
factorisation of numbers to prove the conjecture. See how multiplying a 
number by a prime alters the number of divisor of divisors... 
(Julia, Liouville, p. 3) 
4.2.3. The role of key ideas 
Having, discussed how students generate knowledge about the situation and how 
this knowledge becomes manifest, this subsection will look at `key ideas' as 
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knowledge that is crucial to solving the problem and that students employ 
directly to generate a solution. This subsection considers how `looking for 
patterns' may lead to gaining useful information and understanding but may also 
become a `blinding' activity. Also, `key searching' is discussed as an activity in 
which students try to discover special features about the situation. 
As said in the previous section, some of the observations that students make 
during problem solving lead directly to generating a solution. Since these 
observations usually refer to crucial aspects of the situation they can be called 
key ideas. Solutions are usually based on a key plan or idea that provides hints as 
to how a solution can be obtained. In order to deal with `Diagonals of a 
Rectangle', for instance, some students used the fact that there was a relationship 
between the highest common factor of the rectangle's dimensions and the 
number of rectangles crossed. This fact was the key idea on which most (if not 
all) students who provided a solution for this problem based their processes. 
Key ideas sometimes emerge as sudden realisations of important aspects of the 
situation. These ideas may appear as important breakthroughs (as the student 
below suggests) and give students the feeling of having discovered how to 
generate a solution. 
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AHA! This is a huge breakthrough! This means that for any board with 
m, n>_4 there is a definite route to victory. 
=ý= 




In order to make sure that it is you (and not your opponent) that takes this 
route, you must be careful. Anything that happens before the row marked 
(*) is not important. As long as we can guarantee that our opponent 
moves to (''-), we have won, since we can then move to a definite win 
position. 
(Leonard, Cartesian Chase, p. 5) 
In other cases, key ideas emerge as less of a surprise. In these cases, key ideas 
may come gradually as knowledge and understanding increase. In the case of the 
Arithmagons problem, for instance, the key idea was usually related to realising 
that the number of sides plays an important role in whether or not the required 
numbers can be uniquely determined. However, for most students this realisation 
did not come as surprise but after working with a variety of cases producing a 
range of results; i. e., after a process of knowledge generation. 
In either case, it seems that being able to arrive at a key idea requires a good deal 
of understanding of the situation. Being able to see a key idea means also being 
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able to see its significance, its importance in relation to the situation and how it 
can be of use. 2° 
Thus, key ideas can be seen as the product of gathering sufficient and relevant 
information and understanding to be able to start generating a solution. Even if 
they arrive as sudden realisations they seem to be the result of a continuous 
process of gaining knowledge about the situation. The following sub-sections 
look at ways in which students generate, and search for, key ideas. 
Looking for patterns 
Looking for patterns is a way of learning about the situation that can lead to 
finding key ideas. Looking for patterns may involve looking for salient or 
relevant information about the situation and can result in starting to generate a 
solution. It may be said that students look for patterns hoping that, when they 
find one, they will be able to transform it into a formula or to make a general 
statement about the situation. 
Looking for patterns can be a useful activity that generates relevant information. 
For instance, noticing a pattern in the way the creases were formed in the `Ins 
20 In relation to this, Raman (2003) observed that the key ideas that more experienced solvers use 
to provide a mathematical proof "give a sense of understanding and conviction" and show "why a 
particular claim is true" (p. 5). In more general terms, Barnes (2000) suggested that when 
students and more experienced mathematicians are able to see a key idea the following takes 
place: 
There is a claim to a sudden realisation of new knowledge or understanding. Usually this 
knowledge is 'seen' with great clarity, or experienced with a high degree of confidence 
or certainty. 
(Barnes, 2000, p. 34) 
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and Outs' problem allowed most students who attempted this problem to tell 
what the creases for the 10th fold would look like. Furthermore, since looking for 
patterns involves knowledge-generating activities such as data organising and 
analysing the data, it usually leads to gaining understanding and learning about 
the situation. The following quote exemplifies a situation in which looking for 
patterns led to gaining knowledge: 
We notice a pattern here for any two consecutive terms, adding the 
numerators gives the denominator of the 2nd, and the denominator are all 
powers of 2. 
So, 
5 steps: P(25)=21/32=21/25 
6 steps: P(25)=43/64=43/26. 
I can see the general formula would be P(25)='? /2n. 
(Leonard, Steps, pp. 7-8) 
Thus, in many cases, it may be said that looking for patterns is a fruitful activity. 
However, looking for patterns can also become a `blinding' activity that hinders 
the attainment of information and understanding. Focusing mainly on looking for 
patterns and neglecting trying to see other aspects of the situation may decrease 
the possibility of gaining useful knowledge. In the example mentioned above, 
most students were able to see how creases were formed and thus were able to 
tell how the 10th fold would look like. However, very few students were able to 
provide a general (non-recursive) formula for this sequence. Students that were 
able to provide such a general formula did so not by continuing to look for 
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patterns but by gaining a deeper understanding of how the sequence of `ins' and 
`outs' was generated. 
Looking for patterns can be useful way of generating knowledge and may even 
lead to finding key ideas. However, to be able to eventually generate a 
satisfactory solution, other information and understanding need to be sought as 
well. Focusing exclusively on trying to find a pattern can lead to a dead end if it 
prevents students from genuinely learning about the situation. 
Key searching 
As mentioned above, key ideas allow students to start generating a solution. 
Finding a key idea is certainly related to successful problem solving and students 
seem to be aware of this. For this reason, students may look for key ideas by 
looking for patterns (as was mentioned above). Another way of looking for key 
ideas is by `key searching'. Key searching means looking for key ideas in a 
direct way by trying to discover special features about the problem or by trying 
to find "what is so special" about the situation. 
I'm looking to see if the number left in the hat has some special quality... 
Still stuck! Maybe I should go back and try the odd numbers. After all, as 
this may be the missing clue to the solution... 
(Aminta, Hat Numbers, pp. 2-4) 
As students try to gain knowledge and understanding of the situation, it is likely 
that they \\-ill eventually come across key ideas. Paradoxically, though, key ideas 
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seem less likely to emerge if students focus on actively seeking them. The 
reason for this may be that consciously searching for key ideas may divert 
students' attention from trying to learn about the situation. During key searching. 
students seem to be so concerned about trying to find some "special" clue or 
quality that they may neglect other important information. In the case of the 
Liouville problem, for instance, at least two students spent the majority of their 
process trying to figure out what was so special about sequences of numbers that 
if added and then squared give the same value as when they are cubed and then 
added. In these extreme cases, students were neither able to make any significant 
progress, nor capable of identifying any of the key ideas that allowed other 
students to generate a satisfactory solution. The following is an excerpt from one 
of these students' work. 
I'm looking to find out why the calculations in the problem are equal, so 
that I can hopefully prove my conjecture. My proof has got to contain 
something in relation to the fact that the numbers used are the number of 
divisors of the divisors of the original number (!! ) What is so special 
about these numbers? 
(Emma, Liouville, p. 4) 
Thus, it may be said that when students search for key ideas, they may ignore 
important information that, if not a solution in itself, can be used towards that 
end. 
In general, not all students engage in key searching and those who do may 
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eventually abandon this activity and try to generate information and 
understanding in other ways. However, the implications of key searching make 
this activity an important one to consider. There is no evidence to suggest that 
key-searching is related to mathematical background. Students who key-searched 
belong to all three-groups in the class, i. e., mathematics, computer sciences and 
BA(QTS) students. What can be suggested is that key-searching may be related 
to the features of the problems involved. This hypothesis is supported by the fact 
that more students key-searched in the `Liouville' problem than in any other. 
There is not sufficient evidence to take this hypothesis further. This issue can 
only be suggested for further research. 
4.2.4. Generating understanding and situational reasoning 
This subsection deals more closely with the issue of generating understanding. 
This issue plays an important role in being able to generate a solution and 
students will seek to generate understanding about the situation at one point or 
another during their processes. Thus, a good place to start a discussion on the 
characteristics of generating understanding during problem solving is by 
considering the following quote from Thurston: 
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On a more everyday level, it is common for people first starting to 
grapple with computers to make large-scale computations of things they 
might have done on a smaller scale by hand. They might print out a table 
of the first 10,000 primes, only to find that their printout isn't something 
they really wanted after all. They discover by this kind of experience that 
what they really want is usually not some collection of answers - what 
they want is understanding. 
(Thurston, 1995, p. 29; emphasis in the original) 
Although Thurston's assertion was made in reference to professional 
mathematicians, it may be said that it applies to students as well. 
Gaining understanding is an important aspect of the problem solving process. 
Most students try to gain understanding of the situation to be able to start 
generating a solution. As a student put it, it is easier to generate a solution by 
"understanding the underlying principles" of the situation. In general, and as it is 
illustrated in the next example, it seems that having a better understanding of the 
situation empowers students and allows them to generate a solution and to look 
for ways of taking it further. 
Ok. We can see how this game will operate. If you are given your turn 
when the piece is in coordinates (0,1), (1,1) or (1,0) then you win - you 
can simply move the piece to the top right and hey presto. 
Can we give any more information than this about how to win? 
(Jan, Cartesian Chase, p. 1) 
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Situational reasoning 
An important way of gaining understanding is by reasoning in terms of how the 
data is created, or how it stems from the situation. This form of reasoning has 
been called `situational reasoning'. Z' Although not all students try to gain 
understanding in this way, and those who do may not do so all the time, it may 
be said that thinking in terms of situational reasoning is a common practice. In 
the following quote, for instance, the student came to realise the `underlying 
principle' behind the entries in a given table. This provided her with empowering 
understanding of the situation. In other words, this provided her with sufficient 
understanding as to know how to `work out' any entry for the table. 
I can't believe how I missed how every entry in the grid is the product of 
its coordinates... 
This means that given any coordinates we can work out what the entry is. 
(Nadia, Sums of Diagonals, p. 4b) 
Trying to think in terms of situational reasoning, may lead to a kind of 
understanding that allows students to make informed decisions as to what to do 
next. In other words, it leads to what Skemp (1976) called `relational 
understanding'. This type of understanding allows students to know "both what 
to do and why" (p. 20) and for this reason it is usually an important asset during 
- Simon (1996) observed a behaviour that is similar to thinking in terms of situational reasoning. 
He observed that in some problem-solving situations students tried to make sense of "how the 
system in question works" (p. 198). He used the term `transformational reasoning' to refer to this 
way of thinking about the situation. 
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problem solving. The understanding achieved by the student in the following 
example is relational in the sense that it provides information that can be useful 
for understanding the situation and deciding what to do next and why. 
Furthermore, the understanding seems to have been generated by reasoning in 
terms of situational reasoning: 
Let's try to think logically about specifically when a diagonal would pass 
through a corner. 
AHA! I think the diagonal will pass through a corner when n and m have 
a common factor greater than 1. This makes a lot of sense because it 
implies that the rectangle can be split up into smaller rectangles with the 
same diagonal, and therefore the diagonal would pass through the 
corners. 
(Hannah, Diagonals of a Rectangle, pp. 3-4) 
Thus, it may be said that situational reasoning may help students gain valuable 
understanding about the situation. However, students do not always reason in 
terms of situational reasoning and, instead, may decide to consider other aspects 
of the situation such as observable patterns. Furthermore, they also may generate 
understanding by trying to generate knowledge in the ways discussed above. 
Having discussed important aspects of generating knowledge, we now to turn to 
the issue of generating a solution once information and understanding have been 
achieved. 
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4.3. GENERATING SOLUTIONS 
The previous sections looked at how students generate knowledge about the 
situation. However, while it is important, it may be said that generating 
knowledge is not the final aim of problem solving but a means for making 
necessary resources available. The aim of problem solving is to generate a 
solution and students will start attempting to do this as soon as sufficient 
knowledge has been gathered. Two ways in which students may try to generate a 
solution is by reasoning `deductively' and `inductively'. Reasoning in terms of 
situational reasoning can also play an important role in generating a solution. 
Furthermore, students may also rely on `guessing' to generate a solution and this 
may lead to ungrounded ideas. 
In order to start trying to generate a solution, students need to reach a point of 
sufficient understanding in which what they know about the situation allows 
them to start generating a solution. In other words, a point of sufficient 
understanding is the minimum amount of understanding (about the situation) that 
students have to gain in order to be able to solution. Trying - or being forced - to 
generate a solution below that point (i. e., with insufficient understanding) is 
usually a difficult task, likely to turn into a frustrating experience. Moreover, 
students will usually start generating solution as soon as they reach this point. " 
22 Simon (1978) seems to have noticed the importance of reaching a point of sufficient 
understanding before a solution can be attempted. This idea is implicit in the following quote: 
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4.3.1. Generating solutions through inductive and deductive 
reasoning 
Once students are ready to generate a solution, they may rely on deductive 
reasoning in the sense that they may proceed by following logical implications 
from one idea to another until a conclusion is reached. Reasoning deductively 
seems to be held in high regard by most students since, whenever possible, they 
will try to arrive at a solution in this way. In the Liouville problem, for instance, 
most students' first attempt at generating a solution involved providing some 
version of the following deductive argument. 
A prime number n has divisors 1 and n only, by definition. 
1 has one divisor (1) 
n has two divisors (1, n) 
The sum of the number of divisors of divisors is therefore 1+2=3 and 
squared this is 9. 
The sum of cubes of the number of divisors of divisors is 13+2'=9. 
So the two numbers are equal for prime numbers. 
(Julia, Liouville, p. 2) 
Also, as one student put it: 
The solving process appears to exercise overall control in the sense that it begins to run 
as soon as enough information has been generated about the problem space to permit it 
to do anything. When it runs out of things to do it calls the understanding process back 
to generate more specifications for the problem space. 
(Simon. 1978. p. 285) 
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I generally try to use deduction. Deduction is 'more valid' in mathematics 
although I often use inductive arguments. 
(Leonard, interview) 
When students reason deductively, they sometimes base their arguments on a 
relevant piece of mathematical knowledge. This piece of knowledge may consist 
of a mathematical concept or a procedure. In other words, students may build a 
deductive argument by making use of a concept or a definition to devise a logical 
chain of reasoning that leads to a solution. In the example above, for instance, the 
student based her deduction on the mathematical definition of `prime number'. 
The way she made use of this definition allowed her to generate a logical chain 
of reasoning and to achieve an initial solution. Alternatively, students may apply 
a previously known procedure that guides them through an already validated 
process and thus allows them to create a logical chain of reasoning. The 
Arithmagons problem provides a good example of this situation. In most 
solutions to this problem, students based their arguments on procedures for 
solving systems of linear equations. Although making use of known procedures 
may be more straightforward than deciding how to apply a concept, in the sense 
of constructing logical chains of reasoning, the former can also be considered a 
deductive argument. 
Whenever there is the possibility of generating a deductive argument from the 
knowledge available, students will usually follow this route. However, when this 
is not the case, one option is to continue trying to generate information and 
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understanding until it is possible to generate a deductive argument. 
Alternatively, students might start trying to generate a solution in different ways. 
As an alternative to reasoning deductively, students may reason inductively by 
making tentative conjectures or generalisations out of the information that is 
available. Reasoning in this way may involve plausible - as opposed to logical - 
reasoning. As said, making deductions involves deriving ideas that are a logical 
consequence of the information available. However, when students reason 
inductively, ideas may also be derived by the solvers' subjective perception of 
the situation. The following example illustrates inductive reasoning. 
All the results are in a range 48-63... 
Notice that the last two results are equal. 
Conjecture 1: the percentage of visible points converges to a number. 
(Aminta, Visible Points, p. 4) 
Generating ideas inductively may lead to inaccuracies or even to incorrect 
solutions. This is not to say that deductive reasoning is foolproof. What this 
suggests is that, due to the nature of inductive reasoning, students sometimes 
have to accept, and deal with, the fact that they are working with imperfect 
results. However, this is usually not a serious problem since ideas can be re- 
examined and modifications can be made. Moreover, checking whether a 
tentative solution is correct and makes sense allows students to improve their 
solution and increases their knowledge and understanding of the situation (see 
Sections 4.4 and 4.5). This, together with the fact that an initial solution - i. e., a 
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starting point - is already available, seems to outweigh the possible drawbacks 
of generating a solution in an inductive way. The example below illustrates the 
learning process that takes place as students generate solutions in an inductive 
way. 
Ok, I think I see a pattern forming. I'm not sure quite how to express it, so 
first I'll just say it. The touching squares go in steps. Obviously, there are 
always the same number of vertical steps as there are m rows. Now if 
both n and m are even, then the diagonal will pass through a corner which 
will touch all four squares that have this corner. Therefore, any two rows 
one above the other will overlap by two squares. If either n or m are odd, 
then the diagonal does not pass through any corners and so there is only 
an overlap of the square. 
Oops - I've just found a counterexample to my theory of the diagonal 
only passing through corners when n and m are even. I'll have to rethink 
that. 
(Hannah, Diagonals of a Rectangle, pp. 2-3) 
As said, most students will try to work deductively if at all possible and if not 
they may choose to work inductively. However, inductive and deductive 
reasoning are not mutually exclusive as this generalisation may suggest. In fact, 
it may be said that students combine both approaches and that they complement 
each other. For instance, after reasoning inductively and generating some feasible 
conjectures, students may turn to the deductive approach. 
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Besides reasoning inductively and deductively, students may generate a solution 
as a result of reasoning in terms of situational reasoning. The previous section 
discussed how thinking in these terms may provide students with information as 
to what to do next and why. Since this information is easily translated into a 
solution, and since this is sometimes done in a direct and even immediate way, 
situational reasoning can be considered as another way of generating a solution. 
It seems that solutions achieved in this way are more `transparent' than solutions 
arrived at by deduction or induction. When students reason in terms of how data 
is created, or in terms of how it stems from the situation, it may become evident 
what a solution should look like and why. 
4.3.2. Guessing and ungrounded ideas 
It was mentioned before that tentative solutions that are generated inductively or 
in any other way are usually a good place to start generating a more 
comprehensive solution. However, there does seem to be an exception to this 
case. In some cases, students' reasoning can be better explained as 'guessing'. 
When students guess a solution, their reasoning is unclear and it is usually 
difficult to tell where ideas come from. Yet, from the comments that students 
make, it usually becomes evident that they may be testing their luck and 
proposing ideas without going through conscientious reasoning about the 
situation. 
Try completely new approach. Convert sequence into a straight number 
using binary (might get lucky). 
(Sebastian, Ins and Outs, p. 5) 
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We can see by looking at the diagram that there are three points that 
would not be visible. Could I work this out algebraically so that it applies 
to any size grid square? 
Maybe it could be (i j)/j, that would be (9-3)/3=6/3=?. That doesn't 
work! 
Maybe (i-j)/i would be better: (9-3)/2=3. Would this work for other (i, j)? 
(Gina, Visible Points, pp. 3-4) 
Ideas that are arrived at by guessing are usually ungrounded, i. e., they are more 
the product of inventiveness and trial-and-error than of carefully analysing the 
data. Although the relation between guessing and ungrounded ideas is somewhat 
evident (i. e., a guessed idea is ungrounded), guessing a solution is not the only 
way in which students may generate ungrounded ideas. For instance, trying to 
invent a situation to explain how data is created may also lead to generating 
ungrounded ideas, particularly when used without considering sufficient 
empirical data. In other words, in an attempt to provide an account of how data is 
created students may fall into `making up' an explanation that is more the 
product of their creativity than of what they know about the situation. 
Solutions based on ungrounded ideas can cause problems and frustration by 
leading to inconsistencies. Such was the case of a student that provided an 
interesting explanation (reproduced below) as to why it is not possible to build a 
fault-free rectangle (see the `Faulty Rectangles' problem). Since fault-free 
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rectangles can be built, she found it hard to elaborate her idea further. In 
general, although ungrounded ideas can be problematic, a positive aspect of them 
could be that the frustration that they cause may become, in some cases, a good 
place for starting to learn about the situation. 
What I want to find is that every rectangle made up from dominoes can 
be split up into two rectangles that are made up from dominoes. Where 
they join is the fault line. Ideally, then, each rectangle is split up into 
rectangles which also have fault lines on and on until all that is left is 
single dominoes. 
(Hannah, Faulty Rectangles, p. 8) 
Summarising, students may generate an initial solution by reasoning deductively, 
inductively or situationally. Although students may have a `predilection' for 
deductive reasoning, it seems that this predilection is based more on their beliefs 
about mathematics (deductive reasoning being `more valid') than on the results 
that they obtain from reasoning in this way. Inductive reasoning may allow 
students to generate initial solutions that can later be improved. Moreover, 
thinking in terms of situational reasoning is another way of generating 
`transparent' solutions. Although the last two types of reasoning may not be the 
students' first choices, they can be efficient ways of generating results. 
Once a solution is generated, it may be validated and improved. The next two 
sections look at `validating' (Section 4.4) and `improving' results (Section 4.5). 
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4.4. VALIDATING RESULTS 
During their problem solving processes, students look for ways of validating the 
ideas that they are generating. To do this, they seek for `mathematical 
conviction' and `cognitive reassurance'. In other words, students try to verify 
that their results are mathematically or numerically consistent and seek to explain 
why this is the case. When students validate their results in these ways their main 
concern is being on the `right track' and having a clear understanding of the 
situation. Thus, the arguments that they produce can be considered as personal 
`proofs' aimed at convincing themselves that their results are acceptable. 
Once students have achieved a satisfactory solution, they may seek to provide a 
formal mathematical proof of their work. However as the quote below suggests, 
providing a formal argument seems to have a different purpose than making sure 
that a solution is correct and makes sense. 
This certainly seems to hold for all m, n [where m and n are natural 
numbers], but whether or not I can prove it is a different matter. 
(Leonard, Diagonals of a Rectangle, p. 19) 
It seems that trying to provide a formal mathematical argument that proves that a 
solution is true is more a way of improving a solution than of making it 
convincing to themselves. For this reason, providing a formal proof will be 
discussed in the next section below (Section 4.5). 
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4.4.1. Seeking `mathematical conviction' and `cognitive 
reassurance' 
Mathematical conviction (hereafter MC) refers to those situations in which 
students seek to verify that their results are mathematically correct. `Cognitive 
reassurance' (hereafter CR), on the other hand, refers to situations in which 
students try to reassure themselves that the ideas that they are generating make 
sense. 
Students seek MC by looking for errors and inconsistencies in their work. To do 
this, they may review their process to make sure that the chosen procedures were 
properly conducted. Besides verifying their procedures, students may check to 
see whether general results work in particular cases. If the results obtained from 
particular cases are as expected or match with previous data, then they can be 
accepted. 
I will now see if it works for the numbers I have so far. 
(Jasmine, Sums of Diagonals, p. 6) 
Check: Does this match the examples I have tried so far? 
(Julia, Liouville, p. 10) 
Students achieve CR by explaining why ideas are true or by providing 
justifications as to why they should be accepted. Seeking CR may vary in its 
degree of complexity. In its simplest form it can involve making mental 
approximations of the solution and comparing the actual solution to this expected 
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value. However, it is not uncommon for students to provide sophisticated 
explanations to justify the reasonableness of a solution. 
So P(landing on step 25)=13/18446240= Very small number! 
This can't possibly be right. It can't be that small a chance that you land 
on step 25! Something has gone wrong but I can't see for the life of me 
what! 
(Kylie, Steps, p. 3) 
Why does it work? Aha! Looking at any diagonal, moving down one adds 
1 to the first element, 2 to the second, etc. And then finally one more 
element equal to the new `x'. 
(Marcus, Sums of Diagonals, p. 3) 
It may be said that some activities lead students directly to achieving CR. It was 
observed that students sometimes gain understanding and generate results by 
reasoning in terms of situational reasoning. For instance, thinking about the 
process that gives rise to a pattern may lead to developing a formula that models 
the situation. Reasoning in this way usually provides the student with a clear 
understanding of why the result must be true and therefore with CR. In other 
words, when students generate results by reasoning in terms of situational 
reasoning, CR may be automatically achieved. In cases like this, students find 
that there is no need to further validate their results as they stem as a logical 
consequence of the information available. 
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What I did was change the bottom line from [two horizontal] to [two 
vertical] using the two dominoes to block the possible fault line on the 
newly formed internal line. Then I filled in spaces until I arrived at a new 
rectangle (continued this process downwards another step since it didn't 
fit). I will try this a few more times. 
I would say that this constitutes a proof for me that 5x2M rectangles can 
be formed, with M an integer greater than or equal to 3 and that the 
rectangle is fault-free. 
(Marvin, Faulty Rectangles, p. 5) 
MC and CR can be sought in tandem, one after another. Once generating an idea 
or a result, students may check to see that it is mathematically correct. Then they 
may proceed by verifying whether it makes sense. The example below illustrates 
this situation. 
This looks like the number of creases is 2a-1. 
Check for a=6. 
From previous formula creases = 31+32=63=26-1. 
I can see this would be true because each time I am doing n+(n+l) to get 
the next term which is equal to 2n+1, so each time I am doubling the 
previous number (which is less than 2" as 1 is one less than2'=? ) which 
would give me 2"=? and then adding one so I get 2'-1. 
(Jasmine, Ins and Outs, p. 4) 
This is not to say, however, that after seeking MC students will always proceed 
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by seeking CR. In some cases, students may not be interested in explaining why 
ideas are true so long as they seem correct. In other cases, students may be able 
to verify that their results are correct but may find it difficult to provide an 
explanation as to why this is the case. 
It does seem to be the case that the Liouville results are always identical, 
regardless of the chosen starting number. Sadly, I have no theories as to 
vvhv this occurs. 
(Conrad, Liouville, p. 5; emphasis added) 
Seeking MC and CR are recurrent activities that students usually conduct 
throughout the process. Constantly seeking MC and CR carries the advantage 
that the ideas that are being generated can be modified if they are not correct or 
do not make sense. Continuously trying to verify that ideas are correct and make 
sense ensures that inconsistencies are brought to the fore and provides an 
opportunity to amend them. 
4.4.2. Validating results as a desirable condition 
Achieving MC and CR is a desirable condition in the sense that students prefer to 
work in a context in which the results that they are obtaining and on which they 
are building their solution seem to be correct and make sense. Building on 
incorrect ideas or results can lead to introducing errors that may later jeopardise 
the process. By constantly validating their ideas, students ensure that further 
results are built on safe bases. 
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Now I want to check it again that my result is right before I go any 
further from here. Therefore I count the number of grid squares that are 
touched by the diagonal again from the grid squares that I have already 
drawn. And it's correct! 
(Anibal, Sums of Diagonals, p. 4) 
Successfully validating results by achieving MC and CR provides students with 
the feeling of being on the `right track' and ensures that the ideas and results that 
are being generated are dependable. This in turn allows students to `move on', 
i. e., to continue advancing the process. It may be said that achieving MC and CR 
is a desirable condition for students to move on. Failure to achieve MC or CR 
may require students to reconsider aspects of their process and to try to correct 
any inconsistencies. 
Although achieving MC and CR is usually a desirable condition, in some cases it 
can be seen as almost indispensable in order to move on to the next stage. This 
may be the case, for instance, when students are trying to extend an idea or a 
solution further, either to other relevant cases or to another domain. Before 
engaging in extending a solution, students usually require that this solution or 
idea is validated in the sense that it is correct and makes sense. 
However, in spite of its relevance, validating results by seeking MC and CR is 
not indispensable and students may sometimes neglect or avoid this activity. If 
the idea that they are working with is not crucial or is uncontroversial, students 
may choose to trust their work and move on without seeking to verify whether it 
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is correct and makes sense. In this case, validating a result or idea can be 
postponed. As one student explained, checking results can be omitted if the idea 
being considered is not so relevant and seems correct. In his opinion, "there is no 
time to stop and check every single result" (Patrick, interview). 
Furthermore, the need to achieve a solution, together with time or knowledge 
limitations, may force students to avoid seeking MC and CR. In other words, 
students may avoid seeking MC and CR when moving on is more pressing than 
making sure results are correct and make sense. By not questioning their results, 
students can prolong a course of action even it is flawed or inaccurate. 
Alternatively, students may seek MC and CR in superficial or even spurious 
ways. In the latter case, students may accept arguments that are not necessarily 
rigorous but that provide sufficient conviction or reassurance as to allow the 
student to move on. 
Finally, seeking MC and CR does not imply that ideas or results will always be 
satisfactorily validated. Students' `checks' and explanations may not always be 
accurate. In some cases, students may be aware of this inaccuracy and decide to 
move on regardless (or decide to go back and take corrective measures). For 
instance, students may not be able to fully explain why an idea is true but, in 
spite of this, may decide to move on. In other cases, students may be unaware 
that their results or explanations are flawed and thus they move on without 
hesitation. Moving on under these circumstances is not necessarily problematic 
since inaccuracies can be corrected as further information and understanding are 
obtained. 
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When MC and CR cannot be fully achieved, students may simply move on with 
whatever conviction they have at their disposal. This seems a better option than 
coming to a full stop and putting the problem aside. After all, conviction and 
reassurance may be possible at a later time, when new information and 
understanding are made available. The following quote illustrates this situation. 
I can't seem to get the correct algebraic answer but it will equal the 
equivalent to 4, which can be written as 2 `. [Accepts formula and moves 
on. ] 
(Carolyn, Sums of Diagonals, p. 5) 
4.5. IMPROVING THE RESULTS 
This section looks at what can be considered as the last stage of the solutioning 
process. Once a solution is achieved and has been validated, the next step is 
usually to acknowledge the need to improve the results. This is particularly true 
when students consider that the answer is correct but not ready to be presented as 
it is. If time and resources allow, they may try to improve the presentation of a 
result or try to extend it to other domains. 
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OK - I'm happy that's worked out in that case. I'm definite there is a 
more elegant explanation which might be worth looking for. Argument 
sounds a little awkward to me at the moment - could do with being more 
persuasive. 
Right. Review here - there's a few different ways to go... 
Have shown for odd x even, if I could show for even x even I'd be done! 
(Rafael, Faulty Rectangles, p. 12) 
Improving a solution can be a straightforward task that involves making simple 
modifications or additions. However, this is not always the case and the 
modifications needed to improve a solution can vary from being straightforward 
to very laborious and time-consuming. Improving a solution usually involves 
dealing with situations that are more complex than the initial solution. Thus, 
having to deal with progressively more complex situations can make it difficult - 
or even impossible - for some students to improve their solutions further. The 
probability of this being the case seems to be higher when students lack the 
necessary mathematical background to deal with more sophisticated 
mathematical ideas. Lack of time or energy can also prevent students from 
improving their solutions. Under these circumstances, some students will decide 
to stop their process and will present their solution as it is. 
Reached a dead end at the moment so I am unable to progress any further. 
If I had been able to solve this problem properly I could have also 
extended it to look at the rest of the items on my brainstorm. 
(Lydia, Cartesian Chase, p. 13) 
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Students who are able to improve their solutions do so by improving its 
presentation or by extending it. Section 4.5.1 looks at the former case while 
section 4.5.2 looks at how students improve their solutions by extending them. 
4.5.1. Improving the presentation of the results 
Improving the presentation of a result or a solution may involve presenting it in a 
more compact (or `mathematical' way). The following quote provides an 
example of a student that decided to improve her results in this way. 
I wonder if I could improve this further by rewriting my formula as a 
closed expression, i. e., an equation in x and n with no summation signs. 
(Hillary, Sums of Diagonals, 15) 
Another way in which students may seek to improve the presentation of their 
results is by attempting to produce a formal mathematical proof of their work. 
Once a satisfactory solution or initial solution is generated, it may be improved 
by providing a more rigorous argument. Providing a formal mathematical 
argument is a way of putting an already satisfactory solution in such a way that it 
can be presented as a final product to others. In other words, providing a formal 
mathematical proof involves elaborating a deductive argument that not only 
satisfies the student's understanding but also satisfies certain mathematical 
requisites. 
Producing a formal mathematical proof is something that some students 
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attempted in their rubrics during the course. For instance, in `Sums of 
Diagonals' various students proved their general formulas by mathematical 
induction. However, in general, it may be said that providing a rigorous 
mathematical proof is usually considered a secondary or dispensable aim. It may 
be suggested that such was the opinion of the student in the example below. 
My formulas are very general and because of the way they were obtained 
they don't really need any formal proof or justification, as these are 
evident in the method. 
(Nadia, Sums of Diagonals, p. 7b) 
In general (and as illustrated in the following quote), students seem more 
concerned about producing arguments that are convincing, both for themselves 
and for a sceptical reader, than of providing formal mathematical proofs. 23 
Moreover, when it comes to improving their solution, they seem to be more 
concerned about extending them. 
I believe I have the correct answer, although I have no concrete proof. I 
believe that, as a possible extension, it would be possible to get an answer 
involving trigonometry... Other extensions [could be]... 
(Roberto, Diagonals of a Rectangle, p. 5) 
23 A proor in the sense of a rigorous mathematical argument that follows the rules and 
requirements of formal mathematics. 
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4.5.2. Extending the results 
Once students generate a solution, it is not uncommon for them to try to improve 
it by extending it. Extending a solution is, in a way, a process of generating a 
new solution. However, in this case, the process may be characterised by 
previous results and how these were obtained. Solutions may be extended by 
showing that they account for all possible cases or by making their results valid 
for a wider domain. For instance, as in the example below, students may consider 
cases that were previously ignored and will make sure that their solution 
accounts for those cases as well. Another example of extending is when students 
successfully generate a solution in the two-dimensional plane and then move on 
to considering a similar situation in three dimensions. 
Obviously, this solution is only valid for m, n>4. 
For m=4, nl-4 or m:? 1-4, m=4, we must once again ensure that we land in 
one of our guaranteed winning positions. 
For m, n=4, we must make sure that we can start from a definite win. 
In fact, for m=4, n=i (i=1,2,3,4) or n=4, m=i, (i=1,2,3,4) we must make 
sure that we start from a definite win. 
For m, n=3 we must make our opponent start to guarantee success. 
For cases where m, n=i (i=1,2) the game is trivial and no fun to play. 
(Leonard, Cartesian Chase, p. 6) 
Transferring 
When students generate a solution, they sometimes notice that the ideas or the 
methods that they used can be applied to other situations as well. In other words, 
they notice that some of their ideas can be transferred and thus be made useful 
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for solving, or dealing with, other cases - i. e., for extending. 
Aha! If I can do this for a number with two divisors that are prime, I 
could probably do it for a number with exactly 3,4, ... or more non- 
trivial divisors, all which are prime. 
(Jason, Liouville, p. 3) 
Can I use the same process as earlier to generate more even x even fault 
free rectangles? 
(Camille, Faulty Rectangles, pp. 2b-3) 
Although transferring means that previously developed ideas will be used in 
other situations, this is not necessarily a simple task. Transferring may require 
students to make some changes to the ideas or procedures to be transferred to 
make them suitable for the new situation. These changes can be relatively simple, 
such as when students decide to introduce a new, more efficient notation: 
The largest secret number `a' was found by adding the two largest side 
numbers and subtracting the remaining side numbers. . .1 think 
[this] rule 
is most likely to work with anthmagons with >3 sides. 
As I am seeing a general rule for arithmagons with n sides, I will need to 
alter my notation for improved clarity. Instead of x, y and z for the side 
numbers I will use s1, s2, s;, ..., se... 
(Jules, Arithmagons, p. 5) 
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Although adapting previously used methods or ideas can be a simple task, in 
other cases it can be a complicated or even impractical activity. 
My proof that there was a path came from visualising, again, what the 
path should be, since anything other than the circle seemed unlikely, and 
bearing in mind the complete symmetry of the circle. Unfortunately, this 
reliance on the symmetry of the circle meant I couldn't extend the theory 
to irregular circles very easily. 
(Albert, Jogger's Dog, Commentary) 
Thus, in some cases, adapting can be a considerably complicated activity. In 
situations like this, students will find that looking for new ways of generating a 
solution may be a better option. In a way, finding new ways of solutioning may 
suggest a need to start the solving process all over again. However, this is not 
necessarily the case. The knowledge and understanding that may have been 
gained about the situation are likely to make this `new' process a more efficient 
one. Of course, this will be the case only if there is persistence in extending the 
solutions; they may well decide to stop at this stage. 
4.6. FAILING TO SOLUTION AND PSEUDO-SOLUTIONING 
This section discusses situations in which students may fail to generate 
satisfactory solutions and some of its possible consequences. Among these 
consequences, 'pseudo-solutioning' emerged as an interesting approach to 
problem solving. Pseudo-solutioning can be seen as a digression from trying to 
provide a solution. When students pseudo-solution, they seem more concerned 
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about providing an academically acceptable rubric than about generating a 
solution. Needless to say, not all students engaged in this behaviour. However, 
pseudo-solutioning does explain an important variation observed in relation to 
so! utioning. 24 
This section is organised in the following way: After looking briefly into why 
students fail to generate satisfactory results (Section 4.6.1), Section 4.6.2 
discusses two ways in which students may pseudo-solution. A final section 
(Section 4.6.3) considers some of the implications of pseudo-solutioning. 
4.6.1. Why students fail to generate satisfactory results 
Before considering pseudo-solutioning, it is important to discuss why students 
fail to generate satisfactory solutions or results. A lack of mathematical 
knotit'ledge and failing to reach a point of sufficient understanding were observed 
as the main reasons. 
It seems that, in order to generate satisfactory results, students need to have the 
necessary knowledge or, in other words, to gain sufficient information and 
understanding about the situation. A lack of mathematical knowledge can be 
observed when students cannot access the information necessary to deal with a 
mathematical situation. They may be able to realise that there is a procedure that 
can be used but are unable to make use of it; or they may not be aware of this 
24 Vinner (1997) observed a similar behaviour in students and labelled it pseudo-conceptual or 
pseudo-analytical behaviour. Although he recognised the limitations of this type of behaviour, he 
recognised the fact that it may help students achieve certaingoals (such as gaining some sort of 
`credit' or providing an initial solution). 
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(and consequently) will not know how to proceed. The following example 
illustrates a lack of mathematical knowledge as experienced by a student. In it. 
the student noticed a pattern and seemed aware of the fact that there was a 
mathematical procedure for dealing with it. Nonetheless, as she acknowledged it, 
her lack of mathematical knowledge prevented her to generate a solution. 
AHA! I have detected a pattern in the above sequence. In the `2nd 
difference' the numbers are consecutive. I have also noticed that the `Ist 
difference' the numbers are triangle numbers. All I have to do now is to 
find a formula for n. This is a bit tricky because the differences have gone 
to three rows. I think that this means the formula will have n3 in it. I know 
there is more to the formula than just n3, but I don't have a clue as to how 
to find it. 
I'm stuck! I don't know how to find the formula for the above sequence. 
(Annette, Sums of Diagonals, p. 5) 
Another reason why students fail to generate satisfactory solutions is because of 
not being able to reach a point of sufficient understanding (Section 4.3.1). This is 
usually the case when students do not devote enough time to generate 
knowledge. As suggested in Section 4.3.1, trying to generate a solution before 
reaching a point of sufficient understanding does not usually lead to satisfactory 
results. 
As a result of failing to generate satisfactory results. students may decide to 
persist in their attempt or may to give up and abandon the process. However, 
172 
there seems to be a third alternative, namely, to pseudo-solution. 
4.6.2. Pseudo-solutioning by focusing on manageable ideas and 
making inaccurate deductions 
Pseudo-solutioning is characterised by a concern with trying to generate an 
acceptable rubric rather than a concern for generating a solution. Pseudo- 
solutioning may be due to a combination of students' difficulties in generating a 
solution plus the (academic) need to submit an acceptable account of their work. 
After all, some results and a genuine attempt at solving the given problem 
provide a higher probability of achieving a mark than not presenting any results. 
Two ways in which students may pseudo-solution are `focusing on manageable 
ideas' and `making inaccurate deductions'. 
Focusing on manageable ideas 
`Focusing on manageable ideas' involves focusing on ideas that seem 
manageable but are not necessarily relevant. Manageable ideas are ideas that 
seem easy to handle for the student or that are related to a familiar context. 
Focusing on manageable ideas suggests a situation in which students concentrate 
on less problematic issues and neglect the ideas that were being considered in the 
first place. It seems that students are more likely to be distracted by irrelevant, 
manageable ideas when they are failing to generate satisfactory results. When 
results are difficult to obtain, dealing with manageable ideas may be an 
alternative for achieving some results, albeit these may not be necessarily 
significant. Pseudo-solutioning in this way may provide results but not 
necessarily a solution. 
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The following is an example of focusing on manageable ideas. It shows Hillary's 
attempt at trying to find a formula to model an observed pattern. Having 
identified some familiar patterns - i. e., `triangle' and `square' numbers - she 
then decided to focus on how they could be extended - i. e., on what `pentagon' 
numbers would look like. This instance was considered as a digression from her 
aim. However, this digression seemed more promising option (it was the "logical 
progression", after all) than considering how to derive a formula for the 
sequences she was dealing with. 
AHA! Sums of slopes with gradient 1 have differences which are 
consecutive triangle numbers and sums of slopes with gradient 2 have 
differences which are consecutive square numbers. 
Sums of slopes with gradient 3 will have differences which are 
consecutive pentagon numbers. 
This seems to be the logical progression, but what is a pentagon number? 
Ok, well, triangle and square numbers can be formed by arranging dots 
into those shapes, so using that method I will try to form some `pentagon 
numbers'... 
(Hillary, Sums of Diagonals, p. 5) 
Making inaccurate deductions 
Students make `inaccurate deductions' by making flawed arguments for 
generating or validating a solution. These arguments may be confusing in the 
sense that it is not clear or evident how they lead to the alleged result. 
174 
Alternatively, they may violate what Goldin (2003) called "the integrity of 
mathematical knowledge". In other words, students may ignore or fail to 
recognise "elementary concepts underlying mathematical knowledge" (Idem, p. 
179). For instance, they may ignore the fact that an example does not prove the 
rule or that a formula being true in a particular case does not mean it is true for 
all cases. 
The following quote provides an example of making inaccurate deductions. In it, 
the student suggested that having found a fifth example was enough evidence to 
generalise that "every multiple of 5 dominoes... will make a fault-free 
rectangle". Whether she was convinced by her deduction or whether she accepted 
it because of the pressure of having to present some results is - as suggested 
above -a question that needs to be further investigated. 
YES! Finally found another fault-free rectangle, and it's a multiple of 5. 
That means I've found five rectangles now which are fault free and are a 
multiple of 5.1 think that's quite enough evidence for me to believe that 
every multiple of 5 dominoes from 15 onwards will make a fault-free 
rectangle without me having to find a rectangle with 100 dominoes in. 
(Rita, Faulty Rectangles, p. 17) 
Related to making inaccurate deductions is the fact that, during pseudo- 
solutioning, students may avoid validating their results or may do it in less 
rigorous ways. By not seeking to validate their results students avoid bringing 
inconsistencies to the fore and jeopardising their solutions. Evaluating results in 
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terms of whether they are correct and/or make sense makes logical flat's or 
inaccuracies evident and forces students to take measures (such as having to 
discard an emerging solution). If validation is not sought, or is sought in a limited 
way, the solver can avoid the risk of having to cope with an inconsistent or 
flawed solution. 
4.6.3. Implications of pseudo-solutioning 
It is unlikely that pseudo-solutioning, in itself, will contribute to students 
generating a fully-fledged solution. Nonetheless, pseudo-solutioning presents the 
advantage that it allows students to itemise, i. e., to generate a number of results 
that, if nothing else, can be presented as evidence of having `seriously' tried to 
solve the problem. In the academic context in which students were working, 
producing a proof of attempt was not something to be neglected. In fact, 
producing evidence of having attempted to solve the problem was an important 
element of the `didactical contract' (Brousseau and Warfield, 1999) that students 
and the tutor assumed since the start of the course. In this context, it seems that 
failing to generate a solution caused some students to focus more on producing 
results than on trying to achieve a more ambitious solution. In the end, for these 
students, producing some results may have looked like a better option than not 
producing any. 
Pseudo-solutioning seems to be an important consequence of failing to generate 
satisfactory solutions or results during problem solving. On one level, that 
students pseudo-solution suggests that successful problem solving requires an 
understanding of the situation to be tackled as %vvell as mathematical knowledge. 
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On another level, pseudo-solutioning points to some sort of didactical contract, 
accepted by the tutor and the student. This means that the context in which 
problem solving situations take place affects the way in which this activity is 
conducted. In the case of this study, the academic requirement of having to 
produce a rubric seemed to have led students to a position of thinking in terms of 
`an attempt to generate a solution is better than no solution at all'. 
Finally, whether students are aware of their own pseudo-solutioning is a question 
that needs further investigation. In some instances, students seemed unaware of 
their unacceptable procedures. In others, they seemed to be trying to make it look 
as if they were genuinely attempting to achieve a mathematical solution while 
ignoring important flaws in their work. It seems clear that students with a poor 
mathematical background are more likely to pseudo-solution than students with a 
sound mathematical background. In other words, at least in the problem-solving 
context being considered, it was more likely to see a BA(QTS) student engaging 
in pseudo-solutioning. This can be explained by the fact that students with a 
sound mathematical background may be more critical of the procedures that they 
choose to follow, even if they experience difficulties in generating a solution. 
4.7. FINAL COMMENTS 
The theory has been presented as a series of sections in which different aspects of 
solutioning are discussed. Since the theory consists of concepts and explanations 
as to how these concepts are related, a final summary of the theory was not 
considered appropriate (see Glaser, 1978). For instance, the theory raises issues 
such as seeking `mathematical conviction' (MC) and 'cognitive reassurance' 
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(CR). These concepts could be explained in a few words; nonetheless, this 
would not make justice to the theory. The theory goes beyond merely suggesting 
names for observed patterns of behaviour. It establishes relationships between 
concepts and explains how these are related for resolving the main concerns of 
the participants. In this way, seeking MC and CR - to continue using the same 
example - are relevant to validating results and help to explain how students 
resolve this concern. Moreover, the discussion of these concepts within the 
theory highlights some of the conditions in which seeking MC and CR take place 
and explains its possible consequences. Thus, a summary is not provided; 
instead, a list of the main sections of the theory are listed in the following table: 
GENERATING KNOWLEDGE 
" Strategies for, and ways of, generating knowledge 
" Making observations 
" The role of key ideas 
" Generating understanding and situational reasoning 
GENERATING SOLUTIONS 
" Generating solutions through inductive and 
deductive reasoning 
" Guessing and ungrounded ideas 
VALIDATING RESULTS 
" Seeking MC and CR 
" Achieving MC and CR as 
-a 
desirable condition 
IMPROVING THE RESULTS 
" Improving the presentation of a result 
" Extending results 
FAILING TO SOLUTION AND PSEUDO- 
SOLUTIONING 
" Why students fail to generate satisfactory results 
" Pseudo-solutioning by focusing on manageable 
ideas and making inaccurate deductions 
" Implications of pseudo-solutioning 
Table 4: Main sections of 'Solutioning' 
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Since it is a process, solutioning tends to follow a general order in terms of the 
activities that are conducted. It is easy to see why solutioning usually starts with 
generating knowledge and ends once a solution has been sufficiently improved. 
Also, being a process, solutioning implies that resolving an aspect of the process 
leads, in turn, to the need of resolving other aspects. For instance, generating a 
solution may lead to the need to validate it and then to improve it. However, this 
does not mean that the different stages are not recurrent. For example, the need to 
generate knowledge is continuously remerging at almost every stage; and 
validating may be done with any partial solution or idea that is generated. Also, 
the need to conduct some activities may continue to re-emerge. This is, for 
instance, the case for activities such as reducing complexity, thinking in terms of 
situational reasoning, and transferring previously used ideas. The usefulness of 
these activities results in students applying them again and again, whenever it is 
pertinent and viable. 
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5. USING THE MODEL: THREE CASE STUDIES 
5.1. INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 4 presented the model of problem solving that was generated as a result 
of this study. The model was developed using the grounded theory methodology 
to investigate how students solve problems in the context of a particular 
undergraduate course. The model does not make any reference to particular 
students; instead, it suggests patterns of behaviour observed across participants. 
Following a grounded theory approach, these patterns emerged as a result of a 
process of constant comparison and memo writing that served to ensure that 
observations were grounded on the data. The model includes some examples but 
these are merely aimed to illustrate particular patterns. In other words, these 
illustrations "are only to establish imagery and understanding as vividly as 
possible when needed" (Glaser, 1978, p. 134). 
As for the present chapter, it moves from investigating general patterns of 
behaviour to looking at particular cases, i. e., at particular students solving a 
particular problem. The aim is to allow the reader to appreciate students' 
problem-solving processes from a concrete rather than a generalised perspective. 
This is done through a set of three case studies that describe students' processes 
using the model as theoretical framework. In them, the generic term `students' is 
substituted by a particular name. Equally, reference will be made to a particular 
problem rather than to a category of problems. Like any detailed view of a 
situation, this will provide a view of the details but may put some aspects of the 
general picture, at least momentarily, out of focus. 
180 
It is important to stress that while the model explains students' problem-solving 
processes, the reverse is not necessarily true. This is to say that the processes 
presented next can be described by the model but they do not, in themselves, 
define the model. The reason for this is that the model was generated by a 
systematic process of comparing incidents from more than 300 rubrics. Thus, 
single rubrics do not make or falsify the pattern. This is an important issue to 
take into account when considering the following case studies. Nonetheless, it 
may be said that the rubrics were selected to represent each group of students 
(mathematics, computer-sciences and teacher-training students) and serve to 
illustrate the model in detail. 
5.1.1. Fit, relevance and work in relation to the model developed 
As mentioned in Section 3.3.3, `fit', `relevance' and `work' are the criteria for 
judging grounded theories (Glaser, 1978). The case studies presented next 
illustrate how the model fits the data, is relevant and works. Fit can be seen in the 
way the concepts suggested suitably describe observable patterns of behaviour 
(e. g., `pseudo-solutioning' suitably designates a situation in which the student's 
concern is to generate an academically acceptable piece of work rather than a 
solution). Furthermore, the case studies illustrate how concepts such as 
`situational reasoning', `transferring ideas' and `focusing on manageable ideas' - 
among others - serve to discuss activities that are relevant to students' problem- 
solving process. This relevance is evident in the way these concepts contribute to 
explaining how students resolve their main concerns (e. g., 'transferring ideas' 
indicates an important strategy that students use to resolve their concern for 
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improving results). 
The discussion presented in the last section of this chapter (Section 5.5) also 
shows how the model works for explaining success and failure in students' 
processes. In other words, by comparing students' processes using the concepts 
provided by the theory, it is possible to suggest why some students were better 
able to provide a satisfactory answer than others (e. g., students who `guess' are 
less expected to succeed than those who rely on `deductive' or `inductive' 
reasoning). 
Evaluating students' problem-solving processes using the theory is not done in 
terms of personal attributes but in terms of concrete actions taken or avoided. In 
this sense, the model also works for helping students become better solvers by 
providing them with information as to what actions are more effective and which 
can lead to difficulties during the process. 
5.1.2. The use of case studies: A descriptive view 
The use of case studies was chosen as a way of discussing, in a more concrete 
way, the patterns of behaviour suggested by the theory. They also provide a 
means for following a number of problem-solving processes from beginning to 
end. The case studies provide a detailed view of the work of three students 
working, independently, on one problem. The problem that will be considered is 
the `Sums of Diagonals' problem (see Appendix 1; further comments on this 
problem are also given in Appendix 3) and the students are Leonard, Patrick and 
Carolyn (all pseudonyms). 
1S? 
The `Sums of Diagonals' problem was chosen for two reasons. First, since 
students who tackled this problem did so for their final assignment, they invested 
more time and effort in it. This meant longer and richer processes, suitable for 
illustrating a wider range of patterns of behaviour. The second reason for 
choosing the `Sums of Diagonal' problem was that this problem can be tackled 
successfully in at least two ways, one more deductive than the other. In terms of 
the rubrics, this meant that even students without a strong mathematical 
background were able to display a fully-fledged mathematical process. In other 
words, the problem did not present insurmountable obstacles for non- 
mathematics students. 
The students chosen for the case studies belonged to each group represented in 
the course. Leonard was a third-year, mathematics student, Patrick a second- 
year, computer-science student, and Carolyn was starting a four-year, teaching 
degree (a BA(QTS) degree). By including a student from each of these three 
groups it was hoped that variability would be maximised and more patterns of 
behaviour would be illustrated. 
To make evident the use of the theory, numbers in square brackets are used to 
indicate the section that discusses the elements of the theory that the analysis 
makes use of. Furthermore, the reader is encouraged to follow the process by 
examining the students' rubrics, which can be found in Appendix 3 (the page 
numbers indicated in brackets refer to these rubrics). 
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5.2. CASE 1: LEONARD 
Like the rest of the students considered for the case studies, Leonard participated 
in the course in the academic year 2002/2003. He participated enthusiastically in 
the course and showed willingness in relation to sharing his ideas through rubric 
writing. He also agreed to participate in interviews to talk about his work in the 
course. In Leonard's process, it is possible to see activities aimed at generating 
knowledge, generating solutions and validating and improving them. His 
mathematical background allowed him to deal with complex situations and to 
extend and prove his solutions. 
Leonard's first activities were aimed at generating knowledge [4.2]. He started 
by looking at the problem statement and by analysing the diagonals of slope 1. 
He complemented this analysis by specialising [4.2.1] and then he proceeded to 
briefly analyse diagonals of slope 2 (p. 1). 
After writing down his observations, Leonard continued trying to find more 
about the problem. Before doing this, he established what exactly he wanted to 
find out: 
I would like a formula that would allow me to find the sum of a particular 
diagonal when we input the slope of the line and the number from the top 
row in that line. (p. 2) 
After this, he proceeded by organising data [4.2.1 ] and "putting together a table 
of diagonals of slope 1" (p. 2). As a result of analysing the table looking 
for 
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patterns, he was able to make an important observation [4.2? ], (p. 3). It may be 
suggested that, since the observation made provided a hint as to how to generate 
a solution, it constituted a key idea [4.2.3]. 
As can be seen in pages 3 and 4 of Leonard's rubric, his first solution was 
generated deductively by making use of familiar mathematical procedures 
[4.3.1]. These procedures involved algebraic manipulations to find the formula of 
an equation for which the third differences are constant. 
Once generating an initial solution (p. 4), Leonard proceeded to validate it by 
seeking mathematical conviction [4.4.1], (p. 5). At this point he did not seem 
very concerned about whether it also made sense and thus it may be said that he 
did not seek cognitive reassurance. Instead, after deciding that "The formula 
clearly works! " (p. 5) he decided to continue by improving his solution [4.5] and, 
in particular, by extending it [4.5.2]. In his own words: 
However, this is only for the case when the diagonal has slope 1.1 will 
now try to apply the same method for diagonals of slope 2. (p. 5) 
Furthermore, as the quote above suggests, Leonard intended to extend his 
solution by trying to transfer ideas that had proven to be useful in a previous case 
[4.5.2]. To be able to do this, he first tried to generate further information and 
understanding. Thus, he organised data in a similar way as before, i. e., by putting 
together a table of diagonals, this time of slope 2 [4.2.1], (p. 5). 
185 
Noticing that "Once again the 3rd differences are equal... " (p. 6) made him 
confident about the transferability of his previous results. This also allowed him 
to improve his initial solution as intended and then to validate his results by 
achieving mathematical conviction [4.4.1], (p. 7). 
Still with the intention of further extending his solution, Leonard decided that he 
needed to generate further information and understanding [4.2], (p. 7). Before 
extending his solution to slopes other than 1 and 2, he decided to look at a couple 
of particular cases (slopes 3 and 4). He mentioned that: 
I'm looking for a link between Sr for slope 1 and Sr for slope 2. Before I 
can make any assumptions, I should consider at least two more slopes. (p. 
7) 
Leonard proceeded by looking at the sums of diagonals of slopes 3 and 4, (pp. 8- 
11). In each case, he first investigated the situation and the proceeded by 
transferring and adapting the ideas that he had used in the cases for slopes 1 and 
2 [4.5.2]. This allowed him to generate a formula in a deductive way [4.3.1] and 
then to validate it by achieving mathematically conviction [4.4.1]. He worked in 
this way with diagonals with slope 3 and then with diagonals with slope 4. 
He continued by organising the data that he had accumulated into a short list and 
reflecting on what he had done so far [4.2.1], (p. 12). He then created a more 
detailed table that included the results for diagonals with gradients 1, -', 3,4 
[Ibid], (p. I2). 
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By analysing the data, he observed another key idea (or crucial pattern) [4.2.3), 
(p. 13). As he put it: 
It seems that ag, bg, cg are sequences that are arithmetic progressions of 
the form Ag+B. (p. 13) 
Leonard made use of this key idea to work deductively [4.3.1] towards a general 
formula for diagonals of a general slope `g' (pp. 13-14). Like in previous cases, 
he proceeded to validate his results by seeking mathematical conviction [4.4.1], 
(p. 15). Following this check, he concluded that "The general formula works for 
g=5" (p. 15). 
It may be said that Leonard validated his results as soon as they emerged. 
However, these validations were not formal proofs but verifications to see 
whether the results were mathematically consistent [4.4]. Up to this point, he did 
not verify whether his results made sense but only whether they worked in 
particular cases. In other words, he had been seeking mathematical conviction 
but not cognitive reassurance [4.4.1]. 
Once he had generated a general solution and validated it, Leonard did not stop 
there but continued trying to improve his solution further. At this point, he 
decided to continue by providing a more convincing argument for why his results 
were true. As he put it: 
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I have a formula which fulfils my initial requirements. Howw, ev, er. I do 
not have any reasons why the formula is what it is, nor have I proved it 
works! I suspect that proving it could help to see why the formula is ww hat 
it is, and hence answer both questions. So that ývi11 be my next step. 
Extension 
I will now extend the problem by looking deeper into my solution and 
finding out what is really going on. (p. 16) 
It may be said that in trying to explain why his results were true, Leonard was 
not trying to validate his results but to improve his solution25. To do this, he 
decided to generate knowledge by investigating "where sums come from" (p. 
16). In other words, he decided to think in terms of situational reasoning [4.2.4]. 
To start gaining further understanding of the situation. Leonard recurred to 
specialising and focused on a particular case [4.2.1], (p. 17). This made his 
analysis more succinct and easier to handle. As a result of the knowledge gained, 
he was able to generate a general formula for diagonals of slope 1- something 
he had already done through a different route (p. 17) 
He repeated this process by transferring the method used for diagonals of slope 1 
to diagonals of slope 2 (p. 18). By analysing the results and suggesting a 
2' The model explains that students may try to explain ýýhy results are true in order to validate 
them. However, in Leonard's case, seeking to explain why results ýý ere true \ý as done with the 
aim of improving his solution. This may be used to suggest that seeking to explain why results 
are true can also be done with the purpose of improving the results. This observation does not 
make the model invalid but improves its capacity for explaining how students resolve their main 
concerns during problem solving (see Glaser. 1978; 1998). 
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plausible pattern (i. e., by a process of inductive reasoning [4.3.1]) he generated 
a formula for calculating the sums of diagonals of any slope 'g'. After producing 
this general formula, he then generated a table showing the formulas for 
diagonals of slopes 1,2,3,4 and `g' (p. 19). He also introduced a further column 
showing that the results he had obtained this time were the same as the results he 
had obtained before starting to think in terms of situational reasoning. 
When his result seemed complete, Leonard noticed an area of opportunity for 
further improving his results. In his own words: 
I have proved that for all gcQ the sums work, since they came directly 
from the sequences an. However, the formulae results have only been 
proved for specific values of g and r. But if I can show that `d g, each of 
these sums each of these formulae, then my proof is complete. (p. 19) 
Leonard proceeded to generate a proof by mathematical induction, which can be 
considered a deductive way of improving a solution [4.5.1], (pp. 20-23). In this 
way, he concluded with a mathematical proof and a formula that accounted 
for 
the sum of any diagonal with slope `g' (g e Q) and starting on a specific row. 
Leonard closed his process with a final remark on his results and a suggestion 
for 
possible future extensions. 
5.3. CASE 2: PATRICK 
Patrick is a second-year computer science student. Like other students 
from this 
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course, he seemed confident about his mathematical abilities but was not 
necessarily aware of certain issues in relation to advanced mathematics. In his 
rubric, he provided several `proofs' for his results or observations. Although 
these proofs are not rigorous mathematical proofs, they do suggest a concern for 
providing arguments as to why results must be true. 
Patrick started by generating knowledge [4.2], (p. 1). First he tried to understand 
what the problem was about and to understand the different elements in it. To 
interpret the term `slope', he decided to make use of what he had "learnt from 
mathematics" (p. 1) about slopes. In other words, he decided to import 
information [4.2.1]. 
After establishing that what he knew about slopes could be applied to this 
problem, he decided that he also needed some representation to make data 
handling more efficient (p. 2). Thus, he engaged in data organising [4.2.1] and 
introduced a suitable notation. Once this was accomplished, he engaged in data 
organising once more, this time by creating a list in which he could "see some 
sums" (p. 3). 
He proceeded by looking for patterns in the list of values that he had constructed 
[4.2.3], (p. 3). Not being able to spot any pattern or make any observation, he 
decided to organise the data [4.2.1] in another way, this time in a tree-diagram (p. 
3). 
Analysing the tree diagram allowed him to notice a pattern, namely, that the 
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second differences in the list of numbers he was observing were consecutive 
numbers (p. 3). He continued to work with this idea and deriving further 
observations from it [4.2.2]. 
After validating his observations in terms of mathematical conviction [4.4.1 ], he 
decided that, in spite of the results he had obtained by using a tree-diagram, he 
needed a more efficient way of organising the data [4.2.1], (pp. 3-4). 
It seems that seeking a better a way of organising the data led Patrick to 
reasoning in terms of situational reasoning [4.2.4], (p. 4). As he put it: 
REFLECT: Drawing tree diagrams is one method to find the sum but it is 
too clumsy. Because I need to draw the tree from the beginning to n if I 
want to find l. n. 
Let me don't look at the sums now, but the way how it's built up. (p. 4; 
emphasis added) 
After analysing the data, Patrick was able to generate an initial solution by 
reasoning inductively [4.3.1]. (p. 4). After this, he immediately proceeded to 
improve this result by rewriting it in a clearer way. 
After reviewing his work (pp. 4-5), Patrick continued by trying to improve his 
results by extending them to diagonals with slope 2 [4.5], (p. 5). To extend his 
results in this way, he first tried to generate further knowledge by analysing the 
relevant data. He then decided to explore whether what he had done in the 
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previous case could be transferred to this new case [4.5.2], (p. 5). In his oww n 
words: 
I've done the formula for slope 1, can I use the same idea to develop a 
formula for slope 2? (p. 5) 
After generating knowledge by specialising and data organising [4.2.1], (p. 5). 
Patrick was able to generate a formula for the sums of diagonals of slope 2 (p. 6). 
This formula was generated inductively [4.3.1] and expressed as a conjecture to 
be validated. Before starting to validate his result, he mentioned that the formula 
emerged as a "guess from the previous calculation" (p. 6). However, in terms of 
the model, his formula was not a `guess' (see [4.3.2]) but the result of reasoning 
inductively about the situation. 
Patrick proceeded to validate his result by seeking cognitive reassurance [4.4.1], 
(p. 6). He found himself unable to fully explain his formula and, after making an 
observation [4.2.2], (p. 6), decided to analyse information that he had previously 
generated [4.2.1]. (p. 7). This allowed him generate sufficient understanding as to 
be able to fully explain his "conjecture" (pp. 7-8). 
After- reflecting on what he had achieved and how, Patrick made another 
observation (p. 8). He stated it as a "conjecture", suggesting his intention of 
validating it next. To do this, he first explained how he was able to generate this 
observation by reasoning inductively [4.3.1]. Then he provided an explanation as 
to why the observation must be true and that thus validated his results in terms of 
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cognitive reassurance [4.4.1], (p. 8). 
It seems that the knowledge generated, together with the results already obtained, 
led Patrick to deciding to further improve his results [4.5] by writing "a more 
general equation that covers all slopes" (p. 9). To do this, he first took some time 
to review how he had generated the solutions for diagonals of slopes 1 and 2. The 
aim of this analysis seemed to be to find a way of adapting his previous work to 
his new aim of generating a more general formula [4.5.2], (pp. 9-10). 
After comparing the two formulas he had previously generated (and how he had 
generated them), Patrick succeeded in providing a formula for any slope `m' (p. 
10). To do this he worked inductively [4.3.1] by making use of his previous 
results to make plausible generalisations (p. 10). 
After reflecting and summarising his work, Patrick noticed that by working only 
with integer slopes he had made a "hidden assumption" (p. 11). This, for him, 
seemed to suggest another area of opportunity for improving his results as he 
then decided to extend his solution to cases where the slope is not an integer 
[4.5.2]. 
To extend his result to diagonals with non-integer slopes, Patrick decided to test 
his luck and conjectured that his previous results were valid for non-integer as 
well as for integer slopes (p. 11). This `guess' [4.3.2] showed him that his 
formula was not as `general' as he thought: 
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Reflect: general formula is no longer `general', it doesn't cover the case 
when slope is not integer. (p. 11) 
This failed exercise led him to investigate whether his results could be adapted to 
the new situation and, if so, how [4.2], (pp. 11-12). Soon this analysis started to 
suggest that previous methods could be transferred and what adaptations needed 
to be conducted [4.5.2], (p. 12). This process involved both inductive and 
deductive reasoning: inductive, by making plausible generalisations; and 
deductive, by using this information to generate logical chains of reasoning, 
[4.3.1], (pp. 12-13). 
After providing a formula for sums of diagonals with non-integer slopes, Patrick 
reflected on and reviewed his process (p. 13). In this way, he found a way of 
further improving his results by providing a more compact formula using 
summations [4.5.1], (p. 14). 
To provide this general formula Patrick looked at previous cases and, by a 
combination of inductive and deductive reasoning [4.3.1], eventually arrived to 
"the general formula for non-integral slope" (p. 14). He validated his results by 
seeking mainly mathematical conviction [4.4.1], (p. 15) and then reflected on his 
work and summarised his results (p. 16). 
Before closing his process, Patrick started to work on another extension to the 
problem. However, this extension implied a different interpretation of the 
problem given. After generating some knowledge about the situation. Patrick 
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decided to quit this route and finally closed his process. 
5.4. CASE 3: CAROLYN 
Carolyn is a first-year student doing a four-year BA(QTS) teaching degree . 
Like 
most students doing this degree and that participated in the course, she doubted 
her ability to provide satisfactory solutions. Her confidence seemed to increase 
during the course, at least to the point of providing longer and more complete 
processes towards the end of it. It may be said that Carolyn's process is 
characterised by a focus on looking for patterns that bordered on key searching. 
Carolyn started off by looking for patterns [4.2.3], (p. 1). Instead of trying to 
understand what the problem was exactly about, she began by looking for salient 
features about the grid of numbers provided. This allowed her to notice "a line of 
symmetry running through the grid" (p. 1) and to make some speculations about 
the meaning of this observation. 
She then decided to investigate the situation and to do this she recurred to 
reducing complexity [4.2.1], (p. 1). As she put it, she decided to work by 
"starting from the smallest possible diagonal" (p. 1). She also decided to generate 
some data and organise it in a table of values "so it will be possible to identify a 
pattern" (p. 1), [4.2.1 ]. 
Not being able to spot an obvious pattern, Carolyn decided to re-organise the 
data, this time in a tree-diagram that allowed her look at the first, second and 
third differences between a list of numbers [4. x. 1], (p. 2). At this point, she came 
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across a pattern that, for other students dealing with this problem, was a key 
idea [4.2.3] that led them to start generating a solution. Although she seemed to 
realise that this was an important piece of information, she declared herself 
unable to find the formula. In her own words: 
AHA! There is an obvious pattern as there is a set of consecutive steps 
between them. From knowing this I would be able to find the sum of the 
diagonal from 8 to 8 but at the moment, I am unable to find the formula. 
(P" 2) 
Two comments can be made in relation to this incident. On the one hand, it can 
be suggested that a lack of mathematical knowledge [4.6.11 may have prevented 
Carolyn form generating a solution. On the other hand, it can be suggested that a 
more pragmatic approach [4.2.2] to the observation made could have led to an 
initial solution. However, Carolyn did not seem to be interested in finding out 
how she could use the idea of consecutive steps to generate a solution. Without 
even trying to do this (or at least not reporting so), she put this observation aside 
and continued looking for patterns [4.2.31, (p. 2). 
Carolyn continued by further analysing the data she had previously organised 
[4.2.1] and in this way she was able to generate some observations [4.2.2], (p. 2). 
In this way, she made a note on the difference between starting on an even or an 
odd number (pp. 2-3) and created another table of values to explore this idea 
further [4.2.1]. (p. 3). 
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After analysing the data she claimed to have found what can be called a key 
idea [4.2.3]: 
AHA! I've just seen it, I can't believe I didn't see it before. With the odd 
numbers, the total is the starting number squared, plus any odd steps 
before you. 
E. g., 5) => (5x5)+(3x3)+(lxl)=35 
7) => (7x7)+35=84. (p. 3) 
Carolyn's quest for a pattern seemed to have succeeded when she pointed out the 
pattern mentioned above. After this, she tried to generate a solution by translating 
this pattern into a formula (p. 3). Although this formula seemed to fit her 
observations, it seemed more like a `guess' made from one or two particular 
cases than the result of careful observation or conscientious reasoning about the 
situation [4.3.2]. In fact, it may be said that up to now she had not conducted a 
very meaningful search for knowledge. Looking for patterns seems to have been 
distracting her from trying to gain understanding about the situation, turning this 
into a somehow `blinding' activity [4.2.3]. 
Once having achieved an initial solution, Carolyn acknowledged that she could 
not explain why the formula should be true (p. 3). Thus she decided to validate 
her solution by trying to "explain the reason for the formula" (p. 4), i. e., by 
seeking cognitive reassurance [4.4.1]. 
To do this, she resorted to trying to generate knowledge about the situation. She 
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analysed the grid by focusing on a particular case 0x3' diagonals), [4.2.1], (pp. 
3-4). After not being able to make any progress, she suggested an intention of 
going back to the start (p. 4). However, before doing this, she made another 
observation. 
AHA! I don't know if this will help me but I may have found a way to 
explain the reason for the formula. 
For 6 by 6, the numbers are 6,10,12,12,10,6. These can also be written 
as 6x1,5x2,4x3,3x4,2x5 and 1x6. As each number decreases by 1, the 
number it is timesed by, increases by 1. (p. 4) 
What Carolyn learnt by this form of situational reasoning [4.4.4] allowed her to 
validate her formula for the sums of diagonals of slope 1 [4.4.1], (p. 4). Because 
of her previous results, she first verified this formula for cases where the starting 
number was even (pp. 4-5). It seems that although she was not able to achieve 
mathematical conviction, this did not prevent her from achieving cognitive 
reassurance about her results (p. 5). After validating her results for even 
numbers, she then briefly tried to validate her result in cases where the starting 
point was an odd number (p. 5-6). 
Carolyn's used an algebraic process to `validate' her results. This process is 
confusing and difficult to follow. It may be said that the validation was done in 
less than rigorous way and that her argument was inaccurate. A reason for this 
may be that Carolyn did not have the mathematical knowledge to verify her 
results [see 4.6.1 ]. Another influencing factor may be that the need to move on 
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and complete the solving process was an important aim at that time. A 
combination of these two factors may also be a plausible explanation [see 4.6.2]. 
After looking at what she had achieved so far, Carolyn continued by trying to 
improve her solution by extending it [4.5.2], (p. 6). She had been investigating 
diagonals of slope 1 and now she had decided to investigate "diagonals where for 
every move across, you move up 2" (p. 6). 
She looked at a few particular cases [4.2.1] and was able to make some 
observations in relation to them [4.2.2], (p. 6-7). She then decided to test whether 
the method she had used before applied to these cases as well [4.5.2], (p. 7) 
Without investigating its suitability, Carolyn tried to generate a solution by 
transferring a previously used method. Again, it may be said that she proceeded 
by trying to `guess' a solution rather than trying to generate it based on what she 
knew about the situation [4.3.2]. 
This led to problems that reflected in her not being able to obtain the expected 
results (p. 7). She then decided that she had made an algebraic error and, after 
correcting the mistake, she continued with the process (pp. 7-8). She eventually 
accepted the answer and even provided a (somewhat confusing) validation. The 
process is unclear and the argument suggests that she incurred in making 
inaccurate deductions [4.6.2], (p. 8). 
To extend her solution even further, Carolyn decided to see if the formula 
applied to "diagonals with the ratio x=y" (p. 8). In this case she transferred the 
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previously used method and then tried to adapt it so that it would fit the new 
situation [4.5.2]. After manipulating data, she was able to come to some results 
that "worked" [see 4.6.2], (pp. 8-10). 
Carolyn continued trying to extend her solution in a similar way for some time. 
Her process of transferring a previous result without analysing the conditions in 
which the transference was to take place seemed to be causing her problems. She 
seemed to be assuming (guessing) that the transference was viable and then 
fixing the formulas by manipulating them. Not surprisingly, this led to a few 
dubious results as well as to some confusion and frustration [4.3.2], (p. 10). 
After acknowledging that she had not generated the expected results, she then 
decided to organise the results she had generated so far [4.2.1]. As she did this, 
she was also aiming to improve the presentation of the results by expressing 
them in a more succinct way [4.5.1 ], (p. 10). In Carolyn's words: 
STUCK! This didn't work. I will have to work through it algebraically 
and then it will give me the formula and it may help me understand 
further. Before I do this I will just write any formulas out so far so I may 
see a connection and so they will be easy to find if I need to refer to them 
later. 
There may be an easier way to writing 2y3-xy, +(previous diagonal). Aha! 
I can use the signal E which will add up all numbers between a given 
section. (p. 10) 
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Carolyn expressed her formulas using summations and made a list of her results 
[4.2.1 ], (p. 11). She then started looking for patterns that could give her a clue to 
a more general formula [4.5.2], (p. 11). After further organising some data in a 
table of values and analysing it [4.2.1], (p. 11), she thought she had found a 
pattern (p. 12). However, although she was able to make some predictions from 
this pattern, she was not able to provide a more general result [see 4.6.1], (pp. 11- 
12). 
Although she was able to make some observations, Carolyn did not succeed in 
providing a more general solution. Overall, she seemed to be aware that, 
although she had itemised [4.6.3], she had failed to provide a satisfactory 
solution. 
STUCK! I feel that at this moment in time, I can no longer go on with 
this part of the question. I have discovered a lot so far but there is still 
lots to find out. I am going to move further on but there is still lots more 
to find out. I am going to move further on and then might come back to 
this part of the question. (p. 13; emphasis added) 
Under these conditions Carolyn decided to move on by looking at the problem in 
a different way. This time she decided to investigate multiplication rather than 
addition within the diagonals (p. 14). As before, she relied on looking for 
patterns more than on trying to generate knowledge about the situation. She 
generated some results by a process closer to 'guessing' than to induction or 
deduction. More specifically, she proceeded by looking at particular examples 
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and then trying to generate formulas out of them, hoping that these could be 
generalisable. This led to a few results that were superficially validated (pp. 16- 
18). 
Before closing her process Carolyn provided a comment on her work and 
summarised her results. Among other things, she recognised that she did not 
investigate the situation sufficiently and that she would try to do so if she were to 
start again: 
I think that I did not conduct my investigation to the problem very well. I 
feel that as soon as I got a new idea I rushed to do it rather than 
continuing with what I was doing and making a note of it so I could move 
onto it later. 
If I had the chance to do this again or come back to the problem, I would 
return to each type of diagonal and spend some time working on it... (p. 
20) 
5.5. DISCUSSION OF THE CASE STUDIES 
Leonard, Patrick and Carolyn's processes present a number of similarities. For 
instance, all of them looked for patterns at one point or another during their 
processes. This helped them to generate some results, particularly at early stages. 
Other similarities suggest that that improving their results, mostly by extending 
their solutions, was important for them. However, their processes also suggest a 
number of differences that suggest why some were more successful than others 
and thus are worth considering more in detail. 
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There are important differences in the way these students generated knowledge. 
Leonard and Patrick started by generating knowledge and, in particular, by 
analysing the data. In doing this, they were trying to understand what the 
problem was about and making decisions on what they wanted to achieve. 
Carolyn, on the other hand, started by looking for patterns in the grid of numbers 
provided. Leonard turned to looking for patterns only after briefly analysing 
diagonals of slopes 1 and 2. As for Patrick, he also looked for patterns but soon 
decided to think in terms of situational reasoning [4.2.4]. Looking for patterns 
seemed to be a `blinding' activity [4.2.3] for Carolyn in the sense that it may 
have distracted her from learning about important aspects of the situation. 
Looking for patterns allowed Leonard to generate an initial solution early in his 
process. As for Patrick, looking for patterns allowed him to generate some 
observations; however, it was when he turned to situational reasoning that he was 
able to generate his first results. Carolyn was also able to spot some patterns but 
seemed to be having difficulties in translating her observations into formulas. 
Eventually she succeeded and noted a pattern that she was able to translate into a 
formula. 
It may be said that Leonard's reasoning for generating an initial solution can be 
described as mainly deductive. After noticing a pattern or making an observation, 
he usually proceeded by employing previously-known mathematical procedures 
to generate a solution. Patrick's reasoning seemed to be inductive rather than 
deductive. By looking at how several sums of diagonals %\ ere created he was able 
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to generate a tentative initial solution. Carolyn's processes differed from 
Leonard and Patrick's in that her solution did not seem to follow from her 
knowledge about the situation. Instead, she seemed to be guessing [4.3.2] by 
following a process of trial and error, testing her luck until she was able to find a 
formula that matched the observed pattern. 
In general, Leonard relied strongly on deductive reasoning, although inductive 
reasoning was not entirely absent. Patrick relied more on inductive reasoning but 
he seemed to combine both in some cases. As for Carolyn, her process seemed to 
be characterised by relying more on guessing than on using her knowledge of the 
situation to reason deductively or inductively [4.3]. It may be suggested that 
Carolyn's reliance on guessing contributed to her not being able to produce 
satisfactory results. 
As for validating results, during his process, Leonard seemed more concerned 
about seeking MC than CR [4.4.1]. It was not until he decided to improve his 
solution that he started trying to provide an argument to explain why his results 
were true. Patrick seemed constantly concerned about whether his results were 
correct but also about whether they made sense. Thus, he provided a number of 
explanations which he labelled as `proofs'. In spite of the use of this term, these 
explanations were not rigorous mathematical proofs but validations generated 
with the aim of achieving cognitive reassurance. As for Carolyn, it may be said 
that her validations are confusing and unconvincing. It is difficult to tell to what 
extent she was convinced by her arguments. However, the fact that she chose to 
carry on regardless of inconsistent results suggests that she might have been 
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more concerned about completing her rubric than on providing a convincing 
result. In this sense, she may have engaged into pseudo-solutioning [4.6]. 
A common feature of the students' processes is that they all tried to improve their 
solutions. In general, they tried to extend their results. To do this they sought to 
transfer previously used ideas (or `methods') to new situations. In doing this, 
Leonard and Patrick usually engaged in generating further knowledge about the 
situation before deciding whether the method could be transferred. Also, in cases 
where ideas proved transferable, they conducted the necessary adaptations before 
generating the new (extended) solution. In one occasion, Patrick proceeded by 
assuming that his solution could be adapted without conducting any prior 
investigation. Since he was testing his luck rather than carefully reasoning about 
the situation, it can be said that he proceeded by guessing. After noticing that his 
method was not directly transferable, he proceeded to generate information and 
understanding that would allow him to proceed with his aim. As for Carolyn, her 
transferences were commonly characterised by guessing [4.3.2]. Instead of trying 
to find out whether or not ideas were transferable, she guessed that they were. 
This led to difficulties and some confusion that eventually caused her to give up. 
Other ways of improving results included Leonard's successful attempt at 
generating a mathematical proof of his results. Moreover, Patrick further 
improved his results of presenting them in a more compact way by using 
summations. As for Carolyn, she briefly tried to improve the presentation of her 
solution but then she decided to look at a different interpretation of the problem. 
In her case, the latter can also be considered as an instance of `focusing on 
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[more] manageable ideas' [4.6.2]. 
As this section suggests, the model presented in Chapter 4 can be used for 
describing students' processes and for highlighting important patterns of 
behaviour. Moreover, the discussion presented in this last section compared the 
three processes and highlighted interesting variations in issues such as generating 
knowledge and results, and validating and improving the solutions. In other 
words, these case studies serve to illustrate how the model `fits' the data and is 
useful for highlighting `relevant' problem-solving behaviours. In this sense, it 
may be suggested that the case studies also illustrate how the model `works' for 
evaluating students processes and making predictions about the possible 
consequences of engaging in certain activities. 26 The next section provides an 
overall discussion on these and other aspects of the theory and of the study 
through which it was generated. 
26 It may be stressed that the case studies were not designed to validate the model. As said in 
Section 3.1. ), grounded theories are evaluated by their 'fit', 'relevance' and 'work' (Glaser, 
1078). These characteristics are ensured during the analysis and not attained after the theory is 
generated. The case studies are meant to illustrate how the theory satisfies these criteria. 
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6. DISCUSSION 
6.1. THE NATURE OF THE STUDY 
This study was conducted with the aim of providing a substantive theory (or 
model) that explains students' main concerns as they tackle non-routine 
mathematical problems. Chapter 2 discussed previous research on problem- 
solving and suggested how the present study aims to make a contribution to this 
area. After discussing the methodology chosen and how the methods of data 
collection and analysis evolved for this study, Chapter 3 concluded with a 
description of how the study was conducted following the grounded theory 
methods of research. This led to Chapter 4, which presented the model 
developed. The model discussed students' main concerns as they solve problems 
and explained how these are resolved during the problem-solving process. 
Whereas Chapter 4 provided a conceptualisation of students' main concerns, 
Chapter 5 adopted a more concrete approach and described a set of three 
students' processes using the model as a theoretical framework. These case- 
studies serve to illustrate how the theory satisfies the criteria of `fit', `relevance' 
and `work' against which grounded theories should be evaluated. 
As discussed in Chapter 3, the development of the model that is provided as a 
result of this study was based on a systematic use of evidence. In relation to this, 
Hunt (1991) suggested that the study of problem solving can be done from a 
scientific or an engineering perspective. A scientific perspective allows 
generalisations and is based on a systematic process of data collection and 
analysis. As for engineering investigations, they 
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are supposed to provide instructions to solve a particular problem. 
Engineering explanations are often derived from scientific principles, but 
there is no necessary reason that this be so, even in the physical sciences. 
Engineering explanations are valid if they work and if it's clear when 
they should be used... 
(Hunt, 1991, p. 384) 
In these terms, it may be said that the model presented in this study is `scientific'. 
The use of the grounded theory approach provided a systematic methodology for 
generating this model. Moreover, the model suggests patterns of behaviour 
observed in students' processes; these patterns are generalisations of what 
students do as they solve problems. As for the problem-solving framework on 
which the course is based (i. e., Mason et al. 's, 1982), it can be seen as an 
`engineering' explanation that is useful for teaching students how to approach 
non-routine mathematical problems and for guiding them through the process of 
doing mathematics (see Section 2.6). 
It is not uncommon that studies on problem solving look at this activity from the 
perspective of what seems relevant from the researcher's point of view. For 
instance, Gestaltist psychologists looked at problem solving from a Gestaltist 
perspective, i. e., as a process of cognitive reorganisation (Section 2.2). 
Moreover. information-processing theorists analysed problem-solving in detail 
and provided accurate descriptions of such processes (Section 2.3). In 
mathematics education, researchers have relied on predefined issues to study 
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problem solving behaviour. For instance, Schoenfeld (1983; 1987a) focused on 
issues such as heuristics, control and beliefs; and Garofalo and Lester (1985) 
focused on metacognition (Section 2.5). The present study - following a 
grounded theory approach - proposed looking at students' processes from the 
perspective of `what the students are trying to do' (see Section 1.1). Also, the 
study focuses on conceptualising patterns of behaviour rather than on providing 
accurate descriptions of how students solve problems. Furthermore, it does not 
consider predefined categories such as heuristics, beliefs or metacognition since 
they did not emerge as representative of students' concerns. Instead, the study 
focuses on the issues such as `generating knowledge', `generating solutions', and 
`validating' and `improving' them. These issues emerged as the students' main 
concerns as they solve problems and the model presented in Chapter 4 explains 
how students try to resolve them. 
Since the present study aims to generate a substantive theory of problem solving, 
it can be classified as `domain-specific' (see Section 2.4.1). However, as said 
before, the aim of this study is not to provide a description of the domain-specific 
actions that students conduct for solving problems. Instead, the aim is to 
conceptualise patterns of behaviour observed in students as they try to solve 
problems. These patterns of behaviour are present in the model in the form of 
concepts such as `reducing complexity', `seeking cognitive reassurance' and 
`pseudo-solutioning', to name a few. 2' These concepts, although generated in a 
2' Although it may be evident, it is important to stress that the theory also explains how these 
concepts are related. For instance, the theory explains how 'making, observations' is a 
consequence of trying to generate knowledge (Section 4.22). Furthermore, making observations . 17 
is related to key ideas since key ideas are relevant observations (Section 42.3). The reader may 
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domain-specific situation, are independent of any particular student. In other 
words, they were generated by comparing the work of numerous students 
working on different problems. From the analysis, these concepts emerged as 
patterns of behaviour and not as descriptions of any particular student's work. 
Although they cannot be generalised to other situations without a systematic 
process of further comparisons, it seems likely that they will serve to highlight 
important problem-solving issues in other areas. 
Sfard (2004) suggested that the results from studies on mathematics education 
are difficult to generalise due to the vast national, economical and cultural 
diversity in which they are embedded. It may be said that this is true not only on 
a macro- but also on a micro-level since the personal or individual differences in 
groups of students can also be vast. Sfard's comment can be used to suggest that, 
while it may important to consider the differences, it may also be necessary to 
look at general patterns of behaviour. These patterns may be conceptualised and 
presented as information for helping practitioners improve their practices and, in 
a more general context, they may aid in decision making and in policy 
development. As for the model presented in this study, it suggests patterns of 
behaviour observable in the way students deal with non-routine mathematical 
problems. These patterns were generated in a particular context. However, due to 
their abstract nature, they can be discussed in a broader context as well. The next 
section considers some of these patterns (or concepts) and discusses their 
relevance in both the context in which they were developed and in a more 
general domain. 
identify other relationships by referring to the theory. See also Section 6.2. 
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6.2. EXPLAINING HOW STUDENTS DEAL WITH THEIR MAIN 
CONCERNS DURING PROBLEM SOLVING 
6.2.1. A closer look at the nature of the model 
The model or theory that was presented in Chapter 4 explains the main concerns 
of students as they tackle non-routine mathematical problems. Before discussing 
some of the main concepts that constitute the model, this section takes a closer 
look at the nature of the model that was generated. The model was called 




Validating the results, and 
Improving the results. 
Explaining how students resolve these concerns is done in terms of concepts that 
represent conceptualised patterns of behaviour. In the theory, concepts are related 
in ways that were not prescribed or logically deduced but that were (like the 
concepts themselves) observed in the data. For instance, in analysing rubric after 
rubric for at least eight months, it was observed that, students may generate 
understanding by reasoning 'situational ly'. However, they may also use this form 
of reasoning to generate solutions. Furthermore, when students generate results 
by recur ing to situational reasoning, `cognitive reassurance' may be 
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automatically achieved. This is just one example of a complex relationship 
among concepts and other examples can be found in the theory. 
Besides establishing relationships between concepts, the theory accounts for 
variation in the way students solve problems. `Pseudo-solutioning' is a 
particularly important example in this respect. This concept accounts for an 
alternative approach to solutioning in which, instead of aiming to solve the 
problem, students seem more concerned about satisfying an academic 
requirement. Another example of variation is the following: Most students try to 
generate solutions at some point or another during their processes. However, 
there are important differences in the way they do this. Whereas some students 
may show a predilection for generating solutions in a `deductive' way, other 
students may prefer to do this `inductively' or even by reasoning in terms of 
`situational' reasoning. Moreover, some students may resort to `guessing'. These 
different ways of generating results may lead to different consequences. In this 
sense, the theory may also be used for predicting what these consequences may 
be (e. g., it is possible to predict that guessing is likely to lead to inconsistencies 
and frustration). 
The next subsections discuss some of the main concepts that emerged by looking 
at how students try to resolve their main concerns during problem solving. Not 
all the concepts mentioned in the theory are discussed; the ones included here 
were considered as the most salient but the reader may find others more 
significant. 
-) 1-) 
6.2.2. Generating knowledge 
The general concept of `generating knowledge' (Section 4.2) emerged as an 
important aspect of problem solving during the course. However, it is not 
difficult to see that this concept can be of importance in other areas where new 
information has to be generated for decisions to be made. For instance, big 
companies or even nations recognise the importance of generating reliable 
knowledge for achieving their goals. Generating knowledge is a process that 
might be worth studying more in detail to find ways of making it more efficient 
and to correct any actions that may prevent its full realisation. 
This study raises some important issues in relation to generating knowledge. It 
was observed that students generate knowledge by making use of strategies such 
as `reducing complexity' and `data organising' (Section 4.2.1). Although these 
strategies do not in themselves lead to generating knowledge, they may be used 
to make the process more efficient. Reducing complexity allows students to start 
dealing with situations that are too complex to be dealt with as they are 
presented. As for data organising, it allows data to be managed in such a way that 
facilitates the generation of further information. 
Reducing complexity is a concept which importance has been previously 
recognised in doing mathematics. For instance, reducing complexity is related to 
Mason et al. 's (1982) idea of `specialising' and to Hazzan's (1999; 2001) idea of 
`reducing abstraction' (see Section 4.2.1). In this sense, the present study does 
not propose an altogether new idea. However, this study's contribution is to 
establish a relationship between reducing complexity and other aspects of 
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problem solving. For instance, the model suggests that students may 
consciously choose to reduce complexity to start generating knowledge. 
Moreover, it is suggested that reducing complexity is an idea that goes beyond 
mathematical problem solving. It is relevant to other areas of doing mathematics 
and it may also be relevant to explain certain aspects of generating knowledge in 
other areas such as generating specialists' reports or academic writing. 
Another important concept discussed in relation to generating knowledge is that 
of a `blinding activity' (Section 4.2.3). A blinding activity is an activity that 
involves focusing so strongly on achieving a goal in a particular way that 
relevant information may be overlooked. In this study, it was observed that 
looking for patterns sometimes becomes a blinding activity that prevents students 
from generating the necessary knowledge. But blinding activities are not 
necessarily exclusive of the context of mathematical problem solving. For 
instance, in conducting research in the social sciences, it is not uncommon that a 
data-collection method turns into a blinding activity that, instead of allowing the 
researcher to learn about the situation, prevents her from looking into issues that 
seem of importance. Learning about blinding activities may help to increase 
awareness of situations that might hinder knowledge generation and may allow 
solvers to deal better with them. 
Generating knowledge during the course was characterised by some patterns of 
behaviour being more effective than others. For instance, while `situational 
reasoning' (Section 4.2.4) is a concept that, in general, suggests an effective 
hchaviour, `key searching' (Section 4.2.3) can be classified as an ineffective way 
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of trying to generate knowledge. In relation to the latter, it may be said that 
assuming the problem has a special quality that once discovered will lead to 
solving it automatically is not necessarily an erroneous approach. Key searching 
may not be altogether unsuitable for dealing with `insight' problems like the ones 
used by some psychologists in their experiments (see Section 2.2). Moreover, the 
problems that Polya (1957) used were problems that can be solved once a 
particular idea is realised and in which the solver can benefit from receiving a 
`hint' from someone who `knows' or who has already solved the problem 
successfully. Thus, `key searching' as a way of generating knowledge (or even a 
solution) may have its roots in earlier or alternative views of problem solving. 
However, as Stewart (1989) points out, this approach is not applicable to the 
types of problems that mathematicians deal with or, for that matter, to any 
situation that represents a genuine problem for which the solver is interested in 
generating a solution. In general, an awareness of what behaviours are more 
efficient for generating knowledge is something that students can definitely 
benefit from. 
As for `situational reasoning', it may be said that this concept highlights an 
important aspect of mathematical thinking. Thinking in terms of how the data 
stems from the situation may provide information that can be useful not only for 
generating knowledge but also for generating solutions and validating them (see 
Sections 4.3.1 and 4.4.1, respectively). After all, situational reasoning brings to 
mind Lakatos' (1976) idea that mathematicians deal not only with deductive 
reasoning but with other forms of reasoning as well. To what extent situational 
reasoning as suggested in this study resembles other forms of reasoning used by 
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mathematicians is something that needs to be further investigated. Nonetheless, 
this study contributes by highlighting the versatility of this way of reasoning in 
students and points out its importance in mathematical problem solving. 
6.2.3. Generating solutions 
Most students' intention as they generate knowledge is to achieve sufficient 
information and understanding to start, eventually, generating a solution. As the 
model suggests, students will start generating a solution as soon as they reach a 
`point of sufficient understanding' (Section 4.3). This concept serves to explain 
the transition from generating knowledge to generating a solution in terms of 
students' knowledge growth. The idea of a point of sufficient understanding can 
be useful for teachers since it empowers them to start dealing with an issue that 
they may have noticed before but were not able to point out directly. 
Furthermore, this concept plays a role in predicting situations in which students 
may engage in pseudo-solutioning (see Section 4.6). It seems that the idea of 
reaching a point of sufficient understanding is important in the school and 
university problem-solving environment, where students are expected to generate 
solutions and to answer questions in a limited amount of time. However, this 
concept may also be relevant to other areas where performance in new situations 
is important. 
This study suggested that students generate solutions by reasoning `deductively', 
`inductively' or by `guessing', and sometimes even by reasoning `situationally' 
(Section 4.3). The terms deductive and inductive reasoning were used in a free 
way in the sense that they express patterns of behaviour observed in students' 
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processes and do not necessarily satisfy the definitions given in other studies. 
This approach allowed the researcher to provide an explanation of how students 
generate solutions that is grounded on the data. As for the idea of 'guessing' as a 
way of generating solutions (Section 4.3.2), it may be said that this is an 
important concept that points to an activity that might be more common than we 
would wish to acknowledge. It is therefore important to understand the nature of 
this way of `reasoning' and the circumstances in which students choose to 
engage in it. This study's contribution is to suggest this pattern of behaviour and 
to delineate its relationship to other concepts (e. g., to ungrounded ideas). 
However, further research is necessary not only in relation to how students 
generate solutions by guessing but also in relation to reasoning deductively and 
inductively. Doing this will help to improve the theory since, as Glaser (1978) 
suggested, grounded theories are not reified but modifiable and thus can always 
be improved as new data becomes available. 
6.2.4. Validating results 
Validating results has a tradition as an important aspect of mathematics 
education, particularly in relation to problem solving. Students are encouraged to 
`look back' (Polya, 1957) and ensure that their solutions are convincing to 
themselves and to others (Mason et al., 1982). Encouraging students to validate 
their results seems to have a dual purpose. On the one hand, it helps students to 
make sure that their results are correct. On the other, it encourages reflection on 
the activities that were conducted and provides an opportunity for future 
Ieaming. 
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In spite of students being recommended to validate their results, some studies 
have reported that checking solutions before submitting them or closing the 
process is not a common habit (Schoenfeld, 1985b; Stillman and Galbraith, 
1998). However, the results of this study point in a different direction. They 
suggest that students do validate their results, although they may do it during the 
processes and not necessarily once it is concluded (Section 4.4). In other words, 
students do not wait until final results are ready to start seeking validation. 
Instead, they may be constantly seeking to validate the emerging results in 
different ways. The study goes further by explaining students' validations in 
terms of the concepts of seeking `mathematical conviction' and `cognitive 
reassurance' (Section 4.4.1). It may be said that these terms serve to explain how 
students resolve an important concern such as a making sure that their results are 
consistent and that they make sense. 
Validating can be seen as a way of monitoring one's results as problems are 
being solved and thus it may resemble Schoenfeld's (1985b) idea of 'control'. 
However, a closer look reveals considerable differences. On the one hand, 
Schoenfeld focuses on describing activities that students do not conduct or 
conduct with less frequency than `expert' problem solvers. As Stacey (1988) 
suggested in her review of Thinking Mathematically, Schoenfeld's ideas in 
relation to control can be summarised as follows: 
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They [students] tend to make decisions hastily without considering other 
possibilities, fail to monitor progress, and often do not question whether a 
chosen approach will yield helpful information. 
(Stacey, 1988, p. 356) 
In contrast, the present study discusses validating as something that students are 
concerned about and the model explains how they go about achieving it. For 
instance, the model suggests that validating results is a desirable condition and 
that students try to achieve it by seeking mathematical conviction and cognitive 
reassurance. However, it also suggests that, to a certain extent, failing to 
successfully validate the results should not prevent students from moving on with 
their process and continuing to generate knowledge about the situation. In this 
way, by explaining what students are trying to do, the model provides 
information that can help students understand their own processes and to control 
them in a more efficient way. 
Validation and proof 
An important issue in relation to validating results is the distinction between this 
activity and trying to generate a formal mathematical proof. As mentioned in the 
model presented in Chapter 4, validating was done with a different purpose than 
trying to formalise the results obtained. Students who aimed to prove28 their 
results did so with the aim of improving an already accepted result by 
formalising it rather than with the aim of convincing themselves or others of its 
validity. 
2` In the sense of a formal mathematical proof, as the term was used in the model. 
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Although the differentiation made in the model between validating and proof can 
be seen as clear-cut, this is not necessarily the case in mathematics or in 
mathematics education. Whether an argument made with the purpose of 
`validating' can be considered a proof is a debatable issue (see Davis and Hersh, 
1981). In relation to this, Tall (1995) suggested that there are different forms of 
proof 
which might be appropriate at various stages of cognitive development, 
dependent on different representations of knowledge that may be 
available. 
(Tall, 1995, p. 27) 
Bell (1976) adopted a similar position to Tall and suggested a classification of 
the different functions of proof that included verification, illumination and 
systematisation. According to this classification, `systematisation' relates to what 
is usually accepted as a formal mathematical proof. However, the other two 
categories suggest a more flexible definition. Moreover, Balacheff (1986) also 
seemed to support the idea of a relationship between proof and validation. As he 
put it: 
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By proof we not only mean a strict mathematical proof (what we call in 
French: la demonstration) but rather the various means of control (such as 
semantic control, logical control... ) within the problem solving process. 
We call these procedures of validation. 
(Balacheff, 1986, p. 10; emphasis in the original) 
Thus, if the definition of proof is broadened as to include Balacheff calls 
`procedures of validation', then it may be said that some of the validations that 
students generated during the course can be considered as proofs. After all, some 
of these resemble the `alternative' forms of proof proposed by Tall (i. e., visual, 
enactive, manipulative). However, as Tall (Ibid) warns, these proofs are no 
substitute for formal proofs. Non-formal proofs may fail to convey all the 
information needed to make the conjecture a fully-fledged theorem. Thus, 
although there may be good reasons for extending the definition of proof to other 
forms of argumentation, it is still necessary to differentiate between validation as 
a way of monitoring the process and proof as a way of establishing a formalised 
mathematical concept. 
It may be said that the students that participated in this study had different 
conceptions of proof and thus made reference to it in different ways. For 
instance, Leonard (Section 5.2) seemed to be aware of the difference between 
validating and generating a formal mathematical proof. Patrick (Section 5.3), on 
the other hand, seemed unaware of this difference, or at least chose not to use the 
definition of proof in a strict, formal sense. It may be said that Patrick's use of 
the term `proof' did not alter his validations or made them more or less efficient. 
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However, regardless of the term students used to describe their actions, there 
was a clear distinction between what they were trying to achieve. By using the 
term `proof' as referring to formal mathematical arguments, the model is able to 
highlight the distinction between validating and improving the results by 
formalising them. 
6.2.5. Improving the results 
Hunt (1991) suggested that although we like to think about ourselves as Homo 
sapiens, we tend to look for situations in which we can `economise' our 
reasoning. For instance, after going through the hurdle of creating a strategy or 
method that works, it is not uncommon that it will be re-applied in related 
situations to lessen the amount of reasoning that needs to be done in the future. 
However, this `economy of thought' does not necessarily mean that reasoning is 
suspended or that simpler forms of thinking take place. For instance, as Gray and 
Tall (1994) suggested, when some aspects of thinking become less demanding, 
others can be attended to, making reasoning a more efficient process. Thus, what 
Hunt suggests should bother scientists is possibly that which should amaze them 
most, i. e. a capacity to create mental tools to deal with complex situations 
without having to reason them from scratch. 
The concept of `transferring' (Section 4.5.2) is a good example of the situation 
described above. Once having generated an acceptable result, it was not 
uncommon for students to re-utilise the method that gave rise to the solution to 
`generate further results. This allowed students to improve their results by 
extending thcm. However, these extensions were not necessarily more of the 
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same' but usually implied dealing with more complex situations. It may be 
suggested that transferring helped students generate increasingly more 
sophisticated results by allowing them to `free' some of their attention and to 
concentrate on other aspects of the situation. 
Although it may be said that in the case of this study transferring was in most 
cases successful, other studies on problem solving have suggested that 
knowledge in one domain does not transfer from one situation to another (see 
Section 2.4.1). In relation to this, Best (1995) mentioned that, in terms of 
problem solving "there is little generalisation from one domain of knowledge to 
another" (p. 444). However, this study suggests that transferences may take place 
and can be successful when students are able to relate the source and the target 
domains; or, in other words, when it is up to them to decide what will be 
transferred and how. It may be the case that transferring is a delicate issue that 
can be easily inhibited if certain conditions are not satisfied. Investigating 
transference situations may provide further insight into these conditions and may 
serve to inform about this activity in other domains. 
6.2.6. Pseudo-solutioning 
`Pseudo-solutioning' (Section 4.6) is a concept that points to an interesting 
pattern of behaviour. It may be said that pseudo- solutioning and solutioning 
indicate dealing with different concerns. While the latter implies trying to 
generate a solution, the former implies trying to satisfy an academic requirement. 
Pseudo-solutioning can be seen as a flawed way of dealing with a situation that is 
accepted when no better alternatives are available. Situations like this are 
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important to study in mathematics education and in other areas as well. 
Moreover, a generalised version of this concept may be used to explain situations 
in which people take pseudo-measures that address part of a problem but that do 
not resolve what is generally the main concern. 
Pseudo-solutioning suggests that some students may have needs that are not 
being addressed by the course. After all, this behaviour seems related to an 
inability to deal successfully with the problems given and, ultimately, to not 
being able to generate a solution. The aim of the course is to help students 
become better solvers. However, questions may be raised in relation to the 
benefits of the course for students who pseudo-solution, particularly for those 
who turned to this approach on a regular basis. These students may need extra 
help in issues such as acquiring certain mathematical knowledge, or in 
developing efficient strategies for generating information and eventually 
reaching a point of sufficient understanding. 
Although the present study hopes to make a useful job in pointing out relevant 
issues in relation to pseudo-solutioning, some of these require further 
consideration. For example, further investigations can be made in relation to 
`making inaccurate deductions' and the circumstances in which this activity takes 
place. Another issue that needs further investigation is the role of academic 
requirements in mathematical performance (see also Vinner, 1997). In the case of 
this study, the academic requirement of having to submit a rubric was an 
important intervening variable that, combined with failing to generate a solution, 
seemed to have led some students to pseudo-solutioning. However, the existence 
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of academic requirements is not particular to the context of this study or to 
problem solving. As Pichat and Ricco (2001) suggested, problem solving is a 
complex system of'interfering constraints where students have to consider other 
aspects (academic, social) besides the mathematical content itself. 
6.3. FINAL COMMENTS 
The previous section looked at some of the concepts that constitute the model (or 
theory) of problem solving developed in this study. Different things were 
discussed in relation to various concepts but in general, the following issues were 
considered: 
" The relevance of the concepts in both the context in which they were 
developed and beyond, and 
" Exemplifications of how the model provides understanding of problem 
solving and of how it can be of use. 
Other issues could be considered and more examples could be given. However, 
the aim is not to be exhaustive but to suggest how the model, in explaining 
students' main concerns as they tackle problems, satisfies an implicit aim of 
generating understanding on mathematical problem solving (see Chapter 1). 
Schoenfeld (1985b: 1987a) suggested that the reason why problem-solving 
frameworks such as Polya's (1957) were not useful for helping students become 
better solvers was because they did not provide sufficiently detailed descriptions 
of problem-solving heuristics (see Section 2.5.1). However, as Schoenfeld 
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himself later argued (1987b), presenting students with clearly delineated 
prescriptions as to how to solve problems does not make them better solvers. The 
present study claims that it is not by providing more accurate descriptions of how 
problems can be solved successfully that students can be helped in this respect. 
What may be needed is a conceptualisation that allows students to abstract those 
aspects of problem solving that are genuinely relevant to them as solvers and 
that, if addressed, can make a difference on the types of results obtained. This is 
not a simple task but, as is well known, increasing a person's ability to solve 
problems successfully is not an easy task. 
6.3.1. Grounded theory revisited 
The reader may be reminded that grounded theories are not evaluated in terms of 
validity and reliability in the same way as in other `qualitative data analysis' (or 
QDA) methodologies (Glaser, 2003). Instead, theories generated following a 
grounded theory approach are evaluated in terms of `fit', `relevance' and `work'. 
As said before (Section 3.3.3), these qualities are achieved by following a 
rigorous methodology in which data is constantly compared and memos are 
incessantly being written. Other aspects of the methodology help to achieve this 
aim as well and they are discussed in Chapter 3. Chapter 5 provides an 
illustration of how the theory presented in this study satisfies these criteria. In 
other words, Chapter 5 illustrates how the concepts suggested by the theory fit 
the data, how they deal with patterns of behaviour that are relevant for explaining 
how students resolve their main concerns, and how the theory itworks for 
explaining why some students are better able to provide satisfactory results and 
\w by others fail to do this. 
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As a result of using the grounded theory methodology, the model suggests 
patterns of behaviour that are grounded on the data but that are not quantitatively 
or otherwise validated. These patterns of behaviour can be seen as hypothesis 
that, if necessary, can be validated by further research. Other approaches place 
more emphasis on validating the results. For instance, in the information- 
processing approach, the models generated can be validated by computer 
simulations that are expected to emulate human problem solving. The extent to 
which these simulations resemble the observed problem solving behaviour 
determines the adequacy of the model (Mayer, 1992). However, validations of 
this sort do not feature within the grounded theory methods. 
In spite of this disadvantage, the grounded theory approach was considered as a 
suitable methodology. Grounded theory allows the researcher to conceptualise 
the participants' main concerns and thus its results are of relevance to those 
involved. Another advantage of using grounded theory is that it is a methodology 
that guides the researcher from data collection to generating a theory. Other 
approaches (e. g., phenomenography, information-processing) present well- 
developed data-collection methods, but do not provide much guidance as to how 
the data analysis is to be conducted (Akerlind, 2002; Yang, 2003). In relation to 
this, Glaser (1998) mentioned that the methods of data collection and analysis 
that he presented were developed by a process of conducting research on how 
grounded theory studies are conducted. It may be suggested that a similar process 
may help to make other methodologies more accessible to those interested in 
using them. 
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6.3.2. From a substantive to a formal theory of problem solving 
Before concluding this study, it seems relevant to raise the issue of whether it is 
possible to generate a formal theory of solutioning that applies to areas other than 
mathematical problem solving. Problem solving is an activity that requires the 
solver to generate knowledge in order to later generate a solution. Also, once a 
solution is achieved, it may be validated and then improved. To start with, it 
seems feasible that solutioning could be extended to other processes such as the 
development of new concepts in the social sciences. After all, the methods that 
are known as scientific involve some version of the stages mentioned Chapter 4. 
Moreover, behaviours such as `reducing complexity', `validating' and the idea 
that there is a `point of sufficient understanding' below which it is difficult to 
generate new knowledge are not necessarily alien to this domain. 
To be sure, a formal theory of solutioning would not be an exact copy of the one 
presented here. It would be necessary to make further comparisons of relevant 
data and to memo extensively before being able to provide a grounded version of 
solutioning as a formal rather than as a substantive theory (see Strauss and 
Glaser, 1967; Glaser, 1978). However, the important thing is not what aspects of 
solutioning remain but what we eventually learn about problem solving in more 
general domains. After all, as discussed in Chapter 2, the aim of generating a 
general theory of problem solving is far from being fulfilled. For this reason, 
trying to generate a formal theory in this way seems a worthwhile aim. 
228 
Finally, the theory suggested in this study contributes to the study of problem- 
solving by providing a grounded theory that explains students' concerns as they 
tackle non-routine mathematical problems. Some of the concepts suggested by 
the theory have been previously highlighted in other studies (e. g., Hazzan. 1999; 
2001; Vinner, 1997). However, many of the concepts suggested have not been 
identified before. But possibly more important than the novelty of the concepts is 
the fact that they are presented as part of a holistic model that explains how 
students solve problems. In this sense, even the concepts that have been 
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APPENDIX 1: THE PROBLEMS 
(In alphabetical order) 
Arithmagons: 
A secret number is assigned to each vertex of a triangle. On each side of the 
triangle is written the sum of the secret numbers at its ends. Find a simple rule 
for revealing the numbers. 
For example, secret numbers 1,10,17 produce: 
27 
Generalise to other polygons. 
Comment: This problem can be easily solved by, e. g., using systems of linear 
equations. Thus, many students generated an initial solution almost immediately 
and this allowed them to consider secret numbers in other polygons or even in 
three-dimensional shapes. However, some students were misled by the initial 
simplicity of the problem. Although they had generated a solution by an 
algebraic procedure, they spent a considerable amount of time trying to justift 
that their results were true for any triangle. 
As Easy as ABC?: 
Let a, b, c be positive numbers with the property that abc=1. What can you say 
about (a-1+1/b)( b-1+1/c)( c-1+1/a)? 
Comment: This was a more difficult problem than the one above. Some students 
tivere able to conclude that the expression would always be less than 1, but were 
unable to provide a justification for this. Other students did not go past trying to 
understand and learn about the problem. Many students tried an algebraic 
approach to deal with this problem but were unable to produce any results in this 
way. There is no available solution to this problem. 
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Cartesian Chase: 
A game of two players is played on a rectangular grid with a fixed number of 
rows and columns. Play begins in the bottom left hand square when the first 
player puts a counter. On his turn, a player may move the counter one square up, 
one square right or one square diagonally (up and right). The winner is the player 
who gets the counter to the top right square. 
Comment: An interesting solution to this problem involves a list of rules for 
winning the game. These rifles indicate that on1v a small portion of the grid is 
relevant for determining the winner and that anything that happens before a few 
squares close to the top-right corner is irrelevant. An important characteristic of 
the problem is the vagueness of its instructions for the solver. Many students 
spent a considerable amount of ti/ ne trying to define what they %Yalited to achieve 
with this problerii and sonne did not get past this point. 
Diagonals of a Rectangle: 
On squared paper, draw a rectangle and draw in a diagonal 
squares are touched by the diagonal. E. g. 
How many grid 
Comment: Providing a forntida for sonne particular cases of the situation 
described in this problem was riot difficult. Mcvrvv students were able to notice a 
pattern in ii b_y ii rectangles but not all were able to provide af rniimlr valid for 
all cases. Those who did based their general fonrrrda on a pattern related to the 
highest-corrirrton füctor between the dimensions of the rectangle. 
Faulty Rectangles: 
These rectangles are made from `dominoes' (2 by 1 rectangles). Each of these 
large rectangles has a `fault line' (a straight line joining opposite sides). 
What fault free rectangles can be made? 
Comment: In general, fcrirlt-free rectangles can be made if at least one of their 
sides is even and if their dimensions Irre 5 br 6 or greater. But there is an 
exception to this mile: fault-free rectangles with dimensions 6 by 6 cannot be 
made. Most students concluded that fault-free rectangles are possible but not all 
provided an expression that defined their dimensions. Why 6 by 6 rectangles 
cannot be iiiacde is something many students were able to notice but none 
provided a satisfctctorv, solution as to why this is the case. 
242 
Hat Numbers: 
A hat contains 1992 pieces of paper numbered 1 through 1992. A person dra\v s 
two pieces of paper at random from the hat. The smaller of the two numbers 
drawn is subtracted from the larger. That difference is written on a new piece of 
paper which is placed in the hat. The process is repeated until one piece of paper 
remains. What can you tell about the last piece of paper left? 
Comment: Satisfactory solutions for this problem provided a away of predicting 
whether the last number to be taken out of the hat would be odd or even. Very 
few students arrived at this solution. Many found it difficult to explore this 
problem in a useful way. 
Ins and Outs: 
Take a strip of paper and fold it in half (always placing the right hand edge on 
top of the left hand edge). Fold it several times and observe the sequence of 'in' 
and 'out' creases. For example three folds produces: 
in in out in in out out 
What sequence would arise from 10 folds? 
Comment: The first difficulty that this problem presented to the students tii, as 
that it is not possible to fold pieces of paper ten times. Therefore they devised a 
way of generating the necessartiy information by looking at h(m, the creases 
emerged. Most students were able to predict the pattern of `ins' and 'outs' 
recursively but very few students provided a more general formula. 
Jogger's Dog: 
A jogger runs, at a constant speed, around a circular track. The jogger's dog runs, 
always toward the jogger, at constant speed. What sort of paths does the dog 
describe? 
Comment: This was an optional problem in one of the final assignments and it 
was tackled by no more than five students. The problem required the students to 
make a number of assumptions and thus the available responses vary 
considerably. Among the responses given, students suggested that the dog would 
follow a circular path around the jogger. 
'41 
Liouville: 
Take any number and find all of its positive divisors. Find the number of divisors 
of each of these divisors. Add the resulting numbers and square the answer. 
Compare it with the sum of the cubes of the numbers of divisors of the original 
divisors 
Comment: Students noticed that the two quantities to be compared in the 
Liouville problem are always equal. Successful explanations for this observation 
made artful use of the fact that all natural numbers can be expressed as the 
product of its princes. Providing a fully fledged argwnent to justift why both 
expressions are equal was a complex task. This problem was given as an option 
for a final assignment and this may have contributed to a considerable rlrrrnber of 
students persevering on it. 
Square Take-away: 
Take a rectangular piece of paper and remove from it the largest possible square. 
Repeat the process with the left-over rectangle. What different things can 
happen? Can you predict when they will happen? 
Comment: Students investigated this problem by physically removing squares 
froh1i rectangular pieces of paper. They easily arrived at the conclusion that this 
process leads to a squared pieces of paper and thus to removing the whole area. 
Although students noticed srnrre patterns, none of the»1 provided a satisfactory 
way of predicting how long would it take fr the whole rectangle to be removed. 
Steps: 
You are standing at the beginning of an infinitely long path, as shown below: 
234571 
1, ual st an iriq 
hete 
You throw a fair coin which has the number "1" written on one side, and the 
number "2" on the other. You walk forward the number of steps shown on the 
side of the coin that lands face up. For example, if you throw the coin and it 
comes up "2" you take 2 steps forward to land on the 3rd step of the path -2 
steps from where you were on step number 1. 
You now repeat the exercise - throw the coin again and walk forward the number 
of steps that comes up on the coin. If you throw the coin 24 times you are certain 
to have landed on, or past, spot number 25. What is the probability that you will 
land on step number 25? 
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Comment: Successful responses to this problem suggested that the probability of 
landing on step 25 is 2/3. Students explored this problem through different routes 
such as tree-diagrams and from the perspective of combinations and 
permutations. Successful solutions seemed to rely also on a careful analysis of 
the `accumulation' of probabilities up to step 25. 
Sums of Diagonals: 
Investigate the sums of diagonals of different slopes in the grid below 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
3 
2 4 6 10 12 14 16 18 
3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 
4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 
5 z to 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 
6 12 18 24 30 36 42 48 54 
14 21 28 35 42 49 56 63 
8 16 24 32 40 48 56 64 72 
9 18 27 36 45 54 63 72 81 
Comment: This problem can be solved by noticing that the third differences 
between the sums of diagonals of particular slopes are constant. Some students 
were able to deduce a formula from this observation. Other students generated a 
formula for the suers of diagonals of different slopes by observing patterns and 
generalising them. Students were able to generate important information about 
the problem by investigating how each element in the sines is generated. (Note: 
Since rubrics for this problem were considered for the case studies presented in 
Chapter 5, further information about the solution to `Sums of Diagonals' it is 
provided in Appendix 3. ) 
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Visible Points: 
A point (i, j) in the plane, with non-negative integers coordinates J. and j, is below 
a point (m, n) with non-negative integer coordinates when and i<m and j <_ n. 
A point (m, n) in the plane, with m and n non-negative integers, is visible from 
(0,0) if the straight line joining (0,0) to (m, n) passes through no other points 
below (m, n). 
The point 13,5ý is v-t, ", tbic Ir,, in M, The F_tiint ('. 4' iN not Nis hle ti&'ni iIº, fii: 
tlic ý, tidi ;! h1 Ii tic it-in 1,11. (1) IR1(2,41 p. io«cs 
Ihroki h the taint 1 1. ') «hich i, behm 2.4 
As m and n increase, what percentage of points is visible from (0,0)? 
Comment: Students solved this problem a few tivccks after having solved the 
'Diagonals of a Rectangle problem. It was not IUlcoiiililon for them to find a 
relationship between these problems, particularlh with respect of making use of 
highest-coninion factors to investigate the situation. A number of students were 
able to suggest that, for points with non-zero coordinates, a point would be 
visible if the highest connnion factor of its coordinates was 1. No student 
provided a general formula that represented the percentage of visible points 
f rolll (0,0). 
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APPENDIX 3: RUBRICS CONSIDERED FOR THE CASE STUDIES 
The following rubrics belong to Leonard, Patrick and Carolyn. These rubrics 
were analysed by taking the model presented in Chapter 4 as theoretical 
framework. The analysis is presented in Chapter 5 as a series of three case 
studies. 
The problem that students solve in the following rubrics is the `Sums of 
Diagonals' problem (see Appendix 1). This problem requires students to 
investigate, on a multiplication table, sums of diagonals of different slopes. By 
listing the sums of diagonals of a given slope, it becomes evident that the third 
differences of these numbers are constant. For instance, the sums of diagonals of 
slope 1 are 1,4,10,20,35, ... 
(where all the third differences are equal to 1). 
Thus, it is possible to generate third order equations for diagonals of slopes 1,2, 
3, etc. These equations have r (the top-row number for the diagonal) as 
independent variable. Equations for slopes 1,2 and 3 are listed below: 




+ r 2 
+ r 3 
slope 1: 
Sum of 1 31z 1 
diagonals of 
Sr = 3 r+ 2r +6r 
slope 2: 
Sum of 1 312 
diagonals of 
Sr = - r+ 2-r 
slope 3: 
Equations for the sums of diagonals of other slopes can be found in a similar 
way. Furthermore, these equations can be generalised into an equation for any 
slope g (where g is a natural number). 
Sum of 9g 





As said, it is possible to reach these formulas once noticing that the third 
differences of the sums of diagonals of a given slope constant. However, it is also 
possible to reach a general solution by analysing how each number in the sums of 
diagonals is generated (i. e., by reasoning situationally). 





J UAA$ Qý 10. C\ ,, 
JS 
T\Aýs -, S W wýIu oa 
V 
---- -------------- - -- - ------- --- 
1 23 4Sb- 
2 46 8 ºo ý2. -- - 
3 G \Z ks 18 
ýt ä 12 16 20 2 __ 
S jo is zo 2S 3ý __ __ 
12 ýý 2lß 30 36 __ 







ýýý; ý Wý 
ýJoWýA ýl. ýRe 
-T 
ýj\ Tn t'y OLW zýý1.0. 
o ýý ý. ý, Q, ýº 
-4 r6w -%k\ 
4ýCIL ýý 
. 
ßr5 i KýQ 
ýpý 













3 3, x-, 3 io 
6,. 6, E zo to 
35 IS 
ö (, io, ý2, º2, ý0,6 ý6 2ý 
ß, z, S ýý- 2g 
9 
lß/lgý2o, -ý-0, ºý, 14-, ý 





rp 1ýý18,24-, 28,3Uý30, Zýý2ý, 18, ý0 220 SS 
2 O 
P3 
ý1. - `y-2 evex(mý. 
ýorwtýýloý 
-ýor S cc,. 
reýý bý 
F= 3/ºo-2 i-0. -I- °C ý +3 C- +0 
r_ -ý 20 = 6tt 0. + ºbýo +- 4Ct-d 
-Is -L S Ls 
6= Iao, +Sb -+- 0 








Cý 0. = ý6 
Hn Qg 
Cý ý-b=2 




C7 "3 6-Iq 1- 's -º- 'c 
cý6ý=2 
ty' 
ýt=g ý+2ý2ýýý 63 





r3 +I t- -- If ,, / 




Sz (t 5c s 
s{ý _10 
ýa =X20 
SS _ 3S S9 I6S 
c^.. a. C-ýý ( =1. 
-Or vºu C 12Gý( c. J P X1.1 S1 
f-S 
Sloe ITw; l, ý 
,a aPý range º 
iýoöý 
ýor ý', ýuloMý slope-2 Tl s inK2 z w; Uý 9ý=5ý-fir-ý 
LC ) 










S, I2, iSýtýý 9 55 zS Cl 
IS, 20ý21ý Mgr ýI 
18 
, 












CSI 2G! ý'ýS S r- =a (' 
3 
-ý-, b r-ß' '% C -f- 'i- 
d ýa r some a ýo ,c. 
AE '< 
r. Z C-ý s= g 0. -i-ýL +2. c-- d -- 0 
r=3Cif4 2-3-c, +q 6 -F 3kýO 









4ý - (ýý) 5 =ýzý-ý2b 













<ý 2ýt I to +6-c 
Cý 1=6ý 
116 




Sý =ý Ss =55 
SZ= S S6 = 0,1 
5ý=347 58 10 y- 
Sr Tal' s 






2 2/ ce 
5 5(16/ 2)J Z O, i3 
5rI Dr I ý)1Lf) I n3Cr) 
6 S / / 
40 22 to 3 
'7-s 3s ýý 3 
ýs 
s uýspe c-ecý 3 rý d :ý ýýýevýýý .s3 
S= oaf %brC. r -t- cý 




= ýa 4-21 C i=3a+6 






1_L-t+ ý- Li 
c-= 0 
.ý S1_ J(ý +Z rz 





S Iýýý ý 






S5,20,2ý-ý 26, Iý S Y-S ý- Cý 
SOP. 
c J- S yý .SQ ý^ To cv+ý 
Sr= aý3cz * ýý , 
r= C--- . ý, 
I= -t- ý- Amir 




bc(l) -3 "0 
23 3oA 4- L 
Q 
jI 





S= ý- ý-zý 
ý- ý. 6=i 
'r q 
`ý _ `ý3 ýi -f- ý 
=ý ýý_ "/ sý 
326 
F 















(` O' V\a x SSV-c .Ik 
vwl 
Sl9pe4 
Z Oý 1-ý kq'_-t,. )o Fk Tof ný 0. e o r- 
0, S)opt 
d 
a(aý 2nn q. 
Z 
VQ C1,11 ýsu^^ý _SO 
o 
ýGK' 
ý Yla-ýý aýToU ýM 1( ý^^^ý3 
ýG 
1ý 




SSd 1ý Qý 
ýj 
/C 
P- S (E V'ý 
O"'e- Qý 
N'` I lDýOQ ýýO'hs YV1 11Q 
ýý 
ýo 




. 3) ZI 
ý-3 r 














For C3 -36ý ýý 6t 
ý_ iýý, ý 





I I., gývc& 





", Cý Z6 
Pa ss 
;o 
C' C; k 
14f 
2 Iý. s rýeaýs 







3 -ýý 12 ý 1c 2ý ýý ýr 5 
S 5,? - -, s3 3z, z( H es 2j 
Ve- Fs lý 6rr Z3 
ils 
24 
. 1. Tk 
ýýewý w9 r\ s co 9 =s 
(-, s 
P16 




ru ýl oý JC \T 
As 
ýn ýA" 
t ea bov\ c .1 
fovcA 
or aý ýýýS 
i susýec c pCov; ý -ý LA. 5eß 
ý 
oý%L vý o ns ^So 









STZv`ý, S fie a. v, 
D16 
P1, 

















-z. ". e 
xý, 3ý 3, zxs. iX7- 
Iti 
ýaCý 
e_ Gw i5 2ýiSý 'SOf' 0ý1ý ä 
L J± ý S e¬ W- 
- 
VC-6 c S a., t c 
- 
I- ý 






--------------'r -_-- . _- -_ .- 
_. _. __ 
2 






























WNnCM C, ulk 
1ý -}- 











Pose t esSulý ý5--- Gruý_ _ior r =ý 
c- <i ýi_ 1 
- ýi-l L, - -- - --- - -- - .. -. --- 
H_I 




-vý+l J V\ 
4-1 h N+1 4- F k4-1 




dL p rýs& s- 
Lr 
&L r r= k. ý . ýn .s ors __ 





-- ------- -- 











- ------ - ----- 
C: ý r+1Y? rt1)7(7Z-rte 
P2I, 
6Z ý_-------Z- ZZ66 
......... ------- ... 
ý.. 






r=n t-ý- -C wý ý) I-- 




C9-ý'r'ý °ýS___ý oUax.. 15 
Ayý 
ý; ý. a_ 
oýv, 
;. j 01r u- 
- --- 






0 bý? wý oIv ýný fig rt1 





0 0 e21nc 
AV' 




S\OD ool G2 
Ave 
o r- 
"th (o;. Q 
aSO 
ýn 
1ý( i ýý., clQ sloe Z'' a-k t Ps 
Z L0. 
v .Q 
kO tL k 
SlnL1QAl ý. 
ý 
l-. i0. lrý Crt T? 
m 4i h o o^. 13k.. 
ý 
aý k -, tl f w: F 
the 
., 5 
h" &tL( w) 
C1' 
P2 
ýýýý CT kLý :4 . Qib 10 ýý 
CI ECK ý __ ?i '-. _-ah.. ;co .+-, . ý-. 
1e -'- 
fLp gal IýIýý tI .. 
i 
-- 
L_ x caor vý'.. ý FS 
--- 






X54 'ýhQ ' 
MtA. S "ý "_ Oa 




vv. Z lo r tL2 
v1ýýP. fa :{ol SnaMZ 6tr)v-Le 
M `ýS tLe CIipý r rý r ýe r 7 
; ýo 
ý, 
t ;, 11 2ý- 
i - ; 
1 
vti 





1? 3-4-f? _ ý. n 









-ý to 'Z o 3J 
C 
`ý 
`ý? ums nPr cv' P 




c 1 14- C 
/ýý 
-3 ýý týti 
9 
sý ýý 6 
5 (ý ý, 
C-H EC lC I I- L=6+f \ý -E- >_ -1 1f-SL 
ýiý 
jý 1 \1 









Fý FLT cV (hw c 4--e 
ýý 
l , moo 1ý k; ý_ 
4 C., _ý 6 ;f 
Vý LfL2n 
(n -. )x2- 1ý ý, 1( ý- 
i) 4 
H_ j N-L H-1 N 
_, -t z 
Fr I tý" jS '^ S4+Zý 4- 1if 
_.. .. to 4 C' --ý 









Vý Or Cl o 




4 rl n 
- 
P 
`ý Illig V%e Sly 4 '' 4k _ yýor 
. _. (v1-LIT h- 
(ti- ýý ý{^-( )l ý-hº-211 
ý0 
f SI J )Q 2 
(Q'C 




i 4- 'f, Z' tb Jo 
ýýýCC Jrý11. i 'To 'C1n ý. rQ PY QýP. ,.: t ýý. Or. Tlrý 




ý1 II Z 
1. Sln otiýý 
ilnJ_ 









ýN Q dov. ý -týný Týý v. \ý 
ýs 
cýýr2 rL ýS2 fýý 
F- CK 
Lý( t) -Sl c-ý = 




, Ne_ \l, 4- 
_r- 
_, 
(+L-- t- 3(,. 1k5L,. -+--2 ýýý 
- CLý,, m ve10V, --ý " C--- 
al- 




. L2__1_, _i. 
_° 
(: 
-: f: c2 
2. . c1_ 
;S2 "1 I 
4\ 
--. --- 
< <n Q Vý 2 to 'e  w. 
iSn 
ne I. cý 
ýý rv 
__ 
ýcT-ý. ý e- 
ýaýhn 
_'r ý1 s cýze 








ý'ý'ýC'ý Z 9nw f+S 
Co 244: 
c: a-t Výr', r 
ý1 Z-- 
l1 2 va l. 1 Q 121- ec.. 




k. A C- eQ 
J_ cý L., ntýýr? =c 'i\. P 
ý: ýýfreh«" 
- 







Lý o{ý` c ý>cýc kký fý ß cýý n2 ry 
ýe_ f l. aý L . dry: 41 
ý, 
-P . cý, 
+ ( vest, \ 4,4 e Q) 
w; r 4--f 
91 o Z t c '- 
rDr 






arQ .n TýKf rhlýt 
. ý. lý: Gln 
Z '.. 1 19 +M oý/e Pr 
{rý 
-. ýL hk T14P 
/1kA ýL ýIn 





_ n !1, n Dr oLk 
o- 1ka ý, -I)(; C -2- 
vQ -\c 
1 






i lný 1 h/ 
I 




aý `. CJ 










cE n ýkfý `t 
0 Y, 
.. 2c, \OK. L 'Q- C.. 
_ ,J11 N", 
o 12 2q yP ýi ýý . !I\ý,, ' 
- -, - -- 
ýýiY1-Ya'ý 









L1ýýý1 Gs ! 7r mot. ßl1 n Lý. lýew 
Eý 2 
S\ o yq o11C 5 cýcL-_. 
ýý w r. u ]z? rý rA r¢ 
_ 
evelO70. 





n 4- a( n-1) +ý(. -Z) 1- --- 
(n -I 
) l-., - (.. -Z)ý 
0 \1 ýz 
2- 
-r-(-e 
-l ,. r(... 
a?,. 
.. Mýlir 
) 1-S(h-i) 4- -( - 4.1 ) 




CDC 'ý C. cý .n CV u i? lM l iC ý^'ý -- 








AN=e wive ___ 
ýýýr"ýO___ 










V/ iý fSP ýý" ý "e 





ý.. I. ý GC T 
ti 





Sloya Lr . ß, s 21 hi' 1' ný 
f 1ß T, rcý 
ý, 
2f wý3 
fIn c , cC ., se T kW tý1 ýl 
iývýeb ý? 
lo I3ý Qof 1 -l ýýl 
Ie-. ý I- .- -0 .-I -+-. - -HI 
' ^1 ' f'. : ný 1 Gr- 'iý irY ý1. MO S. _ -h 
hw. 
ý 




ý'ý ýh Q r'Cýntwý - Sý "n tý? -r n Yvýh 




.n1., Lý., y tm c 
1.. 
yri orP ý w-. 
I 
O. ,r -ý 
l- Flo ßv1 
(a 
\° r 
iý', c C ^GP 





72e- orwiy. ý 











SVl7JSý7 lI N-. 
m -F WA . -1 -F -+ vin 'E' v\ -- 
-2i Yh ,Z4ZM) W\ 
(ý ; _ý3 nce ti f1 e10li 
\a 
cý--ý1s 
ý Wie. Q. -. 
1 







1 S 1ý `c 
LT 








or nýnb2 2 
ý "3) 
P11 






1_ Cktef ýi (ah c, c/1 QG 
-ýýýQ 
L, tA CI V_ýL 
2 
ii (_) slroe _? _ _ý 
ýn vý4 
.. _ 
\ ý\ 1 
(n'ý y 6.. ýIl, 
J- 






'_ (s - () +) (S -z) tc 14 
?> (S-3) fr if ) cS- 
i (. -___- 
"= S4 
0_ _ý_ 1ýý 
R0-- 
- 1\ t(\qe"ß ý_ _ýO ILvý VJýA 










C ýý (Cc. hrPr -ý_S- 
_ 
ý' hLSb 
TVL S -ý ýs-zý nZ -i Cý - u) x"3 
`S ý(ý maß- N 
ýý, ýj 
6ýNýCý 4ýn LitSI S- L'e I 
__ 
o ý. vom., -, w 5k tIctk 
OlL2t" V' Srw ia` ý_, 
_, 
cv., s 'ý ,pLL Q hý 
IIIn 





ný hT fD'ý 
P13 
V\ 1ý14 
Vhf ý'e 1 'L 1 
ýý ý'ý 
YYýý K\ A ýýrý "M eVQ e1'e ý-P f°.. 
01, 














15km 2o ý lkMlf? T lýneý Sýow`J\ bß Eý2 w2 Su 
thgZ 
e r; o lý ýý r bý fýýo Gý ßt1 3 
h- 
l býýPCA k Ai-lz_ 
'tom C-e bl. 
hid nQ1? ý? ycý Týý r 
ý0. ý9r "`ý2er l 
cýoJP 
LLII iý `ýýýý 
l. ý I'ý 
/'ýC 
Q f: ý 'C ýý Cý 2ý n ý1 -ýýný 
?5h1SIyh2 
re -. 
iti tý 2s 
vT 1° a V\ e o. - 
S" 
C Wýý ýý Li 
r+ý) 1 Laý t1 rlý W.. { 
ýPýeý 1 S`. a ý'{ ky 
CývIZ 
P14 
112u eve. ýýerý. 
ýoa, ýs cý 1 -Ee ýIý o+Lf, - ter( 
'f tt La P Fý _; 




lIn CýC ýevýFro. 2r w. 
ý. ýaw 
2fýý\c : <o 7(\ 
o !ýf -wý C Irk ti -ý C Yýe za 7C Zý. ý i 
t,. .-0 
1lý ýt--sem Ck__ -ý 
(-. >c.. ± ý) - --- -- 
k' 
PF- F L. 1 C. '( " CAS -(2 c-, -- Y, v-s --k 
(- 
-. <, r' C 'f' 
ß 2ýoi. 1GM 
___ 
i 




ýn C_,,. ýýk ýT" ý Ctý 
ý2 
' D'! ý \4! uff; `Prý 
_ 
S't \Cla 1ok?. JLe -F o -ß. r1 
7 
-. SAr \v. 
`ICa 















I-AGý %(ýY CC., n 
`ýP 






lný i IMP ems, ;ý --A 
A: f.. ý -t 41ý ý 1, e; s-1,4 
2 
ýI 
cbm- ---- O 
ý- 
-- 
()(+ I) (ýG-z)(zý i) *C -ýi (cri) 
zý 
Co. ý . Pcýn .2SSn vo Ve 
cove 




-ý,. 5,.,,. -. s -ý 
d r., ý ý. a1s a 
- 
d, -c*z, ß, 4t 









, : E, 
-( h-", -, 
) L ý, 4ý) 






lr'. ýcQ Yh? hý----. _ 





- ý4sý fa tiý. ýý foý la Fk kýeý lý 
-T YBV- 'P CV, rP lam'? nQq. ! '`h5 
__y. ' 1 
`i 
ýý P,. r_ 
ýc1 
on sll ßc 
ýý 
o+ Tý o'T ýv 






IM 2 yh cr 
ý'e"Ä 
vý 'C r ovvý h r'Q y` oý.. S 





-ýv Q r< ". 
4 Jae 1 a. di z_. Jam` 
ýý 
on -Gý Qq4nr (l ? S_ `E' r% 
ýn 




ih ti vt 
_ 
OýSýýýp - vV\ 
i ýk r-Qv. Q f,, 
\ 
: OrkS -T `fI, Re 
a ti L 
L2 
YJ 










.. ýC YO.. ý 




1 ý% OK h 
-- 
446-Fý- 16 










-Fi -Oýv a C1.1 






Sui rnS o 
lO 





1 \1ý c\ rini .o (ýVer tye voce 
`(y 
(ý 1 
V11 vý y\ J1:! vac n .ý: Pr.. ý 
\n 
In tCý. Q 1--- 
ýA C ILS ý. lý. c. 




fam. fý tiA 
e 
Dl -o , 
0r teft... "st. 
e r,! o. cP "t,. 2 rP 'k"e 






("D OL 02- 
ý ý. 
5-( LAC 
A1., f, `\ I! A~gýe- ý 
L1 YC (ý -C Iý .n ý- Y71 Y__AQrc, InT 
- 
i, _ý a^ 
'e r_ 




ýýer h2Sý / IP t\ w o. < rte,. o. 
ü_ Yý N` MOS* m y. ý. `PV 










-o eft' ham. ý 
z4>L 
CD 
rý V ck , 
ýý e! 2 eý ýcýs a- c leck 
{ aýtflýý. 
U; Qr . rv. Sti 
lrr.. ýýQ 
rV ? ý. `'eý .. ýCtr. c "ý1..? ce ce\ --ýýrS 
lest 1 F\Y t i 2' Te r7' ltf L tik. 
ýrt-r 
evue fý2 





__ ýr" k .,.. 
ý? 
Y P! 1 ý' c-ý1, " To Sem .+ii ---e 
\(Z 














to QAG 1rý_ ti". J [.. -. 
ý 
<ýýti. r, 
aro ý` ý. 2 rý iur. rt Sý, o aaaý 




-I L' l -Z. 5ý. ... n Q \U nio. ý 
fl /r a1ýw. vý 
ý1ý 
iy yi ýcrý c ý7 








12 ýýZAs: ,ý 
rtý e aCe sý1ý. Qý -ýef -F ýýb ýs 
. <<.. ýh"a_f 5w ie ý. 8ý¢ c 
to uý. 
1ýe 
r vl., r LL, ýi. " ýýP 
ýr 
'ý" Y o'ýý_ý_ 
*Le r"ýýýCýrwL+ d( ei +wnoii 1.2 I) a. uý 
i i 




CL JAI ct fý ýS L {-L ' . Rý 
a ole+y -4jLj2- 









ItSq to 23 
-4 11.6 
- --- rZ -U+6. +U=20. 39 ýS ýg 21 21 2ý_ 
1SI 2ý I C. ! IG 2u 2S 3q- i 36 ua 
25 fO ºS . 20' 2S 30 3S'ýIG 4S Sa 
-6 12 tý 2U 3O.. G. 
U2 49 Sq 
6 2U 3z 5c. 6(413 zq. 
23.36 CUs ;, 5(4 63' ZI Iqo 
-- --= - --- - (G 20 3a ! Go 
I 
So 6o q' -) o 
i_4'O j a01 l 
have no_L -Lc. 6d 
Etw js o Lute srnr-)e- 




ýocYº r' 1'1ý _ 
J-ýc-ý, cs or erz r- pie 
05 u-ý) Lt) awe- ßl6 -game r. aA- as) 
5 bo dq? 03d) 
--d tctcpf -CJS .a 3o 
Lo o-t J rrom Lve, one rwumbet 
u to 4 need a dt - -(ý -) 
#L, 
4ýý (; ormu(. Q LharL Lý7osß Mq, L 
bo ad ýrýrýý rum Cý q 60 tY1c 
rrnu-tn IS F2-)U e WL, ) IL L00 4 DA A crC grtdS 
ov of m Lthekov\- ý SCfL&A -3qu 10 b'1e Cc, rnS(S QOJ GOA 3G, LT i'Iopz tLA ý c. ULi be, 
_0 
b tc) CD ar>? sv er o-)-) Of kY gobs bcJ, bib CYJ 
oý ýh'ýs criv arc öý - 
Y-rccorc) b YW. U LI- - so iE W J) be --, Sc 6b 
,ck f'9 a PCLUL . 
P2 
L 
__ý. cf1 ýSh lýf cU numlxs J. 
II 
2 2ý2 y_ 





6,6, u 20 n /hýýý, 46 
E. 6, ºo, i2, r2ýro, 6.56_ 
ýýSýc, ýoEýýýýý 
Z, 15, IG, IS, iZ,: g 
COil rloI SCe Guy, obvccLZ &EEr aW IL), i su b 
_ Cr 6: fded . -I o ß. 




!o zag 3s ý, sý-vS u. º ýo 4G i-rO 415 +21 +28' 43G 
+ 4g 
..... ....... _ O , VLOc, ýS 
P-C-1610-1 A- as ire is G1 36E of 
sßc eLuý6_s ý bº' .. 
F'rarn knot,, jcn9 ('. rs 
you 1d bý O± e. to Flid ( -Sum oý by 




Z- b. u o be mome, --. 
J 
-_c? u'M 
Eo (rvd bii5 
Usl, [lq 
. 
tV? e pevL ous cWcc r& &-ov -s ,f 
b% nk 11'a b FtoYi 
$ ýa WSJ, Surn or eho c3 orals .si zD. .iw ýU 
1 OLL 
10Q Lor, n t'! r1u lý ccý ýtýý Scjuw ca not i{ Can º 
S±. iu_+_t8t 20. u -. 8+iu $. I20. 
(Yl j JCLtýQfLOv WGs 
hws (b Ce: ecA ýDu p frO(n ü to G, cam. ' 
I'z xý uS. The fQ fY &, 'orvt-s Lo be bi to FO( CVs- d 
prom p ýu hau ., sue. 
This 
- ryec st ic1; ý( plA S arE 
. moo 





ýW Sch O 5ý CC. 
_ -tJ. O( v/ __rk_1rn1ocw5 
C. ll6 =ýý p, -cc od 
poi Fro r, Lyw- rn Cd ofl6 - vaL_. ý, ce_ Do _ 
166 rncan b"la 
_ . rr, cý 
1ý ö 'err souk ös_fc_ -cdd . cýu- 
d ¢ýJ_e 
2 2,2 uIIi 
u 20 33 ý1 3 10 
6, ID, I2,12,10, G SG S s, 9,9 , 
g, 5 3s 
S ,18 12o ý, i2, ýS, i6, iS, º2ýý Sir 6GL 
u, t. r odd s cure C. r'-, Gn -6-F ode , ý,, , mod, _. . GLvt ýiý Yý Q VYl ýUý 2_ va, 1. Ltý. cS Q L6? _ _ßt16 off Swe(- tSP. l 2vß 
- -- ------ --- 
E -bef -S -. __s. 
. . W&-\ skips_ 
Rt :e momanL-, I cc E 
seF- W-h &ue bLk I mould be ablc to writ-e- ib cn ro 
a Formi4o . L" rJ read 
I. onai) C-r=x. 2 + (11 _. ---, 
o or Surr ofJ(0 
ö Lr, y and -unole. slc nd this 
fwLl,, v, t 0_rn 9u ko 
_i oo ko 
d_- br2 e 9r ,. ý1 ED E. r OJ-J e LO 'it na. prvs 
2 ýI ý gi lýi2 
11 IG 10 2u 
S (S 20 25' 50 
6 11 ($ 2tß 3p 6' 
Fof 3 to 3o Cti'swar Just vapp 
x, --Ioc +-I) wh idN CA-re -i 
Ls -cot rOvr-- 
ýo r5 to S bla m3tA 6{5 C( IL 5 GDifý f 
oýd - 
blo m td& val u. 
P4 
L 
his hasrlý helped m6 G4s -k %S J)L& sý'ý2 ed oic 
ý, iý adc ent c cC j, some( cAIO Jrei j Jü ýeý . 
-rUý, ý ,'º CcLnc- see w Eo pr q-ass ffiia- curiq 
90to jo back 6D .. 
tkp- 56a6 
chcc, naa- ýo sew ýrvý 1- ryl CUj e ý'ic bqfc)fc4 
ANAL- I dßnE iri b- i LO UJp n b\ccý /r 
ý1ý, va ýe fC0(. U IGu nYý 0i cýa 
-. oý 
6 6ý ßi26 u(y2G CLIP C), t z, 12, tO, 6 , 
'-hm CO-r, 
Cý. Isa f 
.. wýý en_ oýS 
6ý I) Sx2ý Ux3,3xU, ý- S I. cG. ýS 
P c(c, ý- auxn6ei- J rinses )Dj eº ü ýC/Ylýcý 
-In 
--- 
(44 X1) (32)4. L2 3),, C4 icy) 
coc ), + (vC. - I iC 2) + 
(9L-2 
k3ý 'T 
3 x. L) 
(O 
c. c-3) , (x-º i), - 
(OC. 
-3x)+-. 3x-r 2)+ (xZ-3x. +2 )jCzZ-3=tý 
z 
t, ýcýc, ý !tb Loork_cd c. txxtdei .f ýorrnc. LLc+ t tz2 a- t 2, zß 
wi U be - r0) ul 
ýl c -hex c s63.1 LA3LL 
ýttý wcýh 
step3 . 
bore ) OrAAE, on Lo odd ! 
-- 
6' 2-, 1-2-, l o, 6_ . xý- 6 
(X 1) + (, z. - i, ý z)+ Cx=ýx3)ý Cx-3 -i) , (ýx. -UxS) -(xSx6) 
(a &i- Ixt 1-1) t 
(X-Z. 
-3). (. i -3xz t 
(x- qx x-1) +( -5 C) 
c+ý x2 -3x ýxZ-5 x+ ý1 } xz-Sxt z. 
2-Sx +a -Sx+l4 +. x2-Sx 
P5 
6 
[30 e_uth2o s. cu _a nc, c ýxr k wý_ PLC 
hý ci lýe, ýuýcoý 
x ýt s_ As ¬O. ( and 301 
6 ,3 cIc\d 
3G =_ C 1cS. & eüGK - GDatd 
bb týXt ýN 
_--Once -adcýe, 
d -fit &k comes -x3, xZ ýVº 
is +StiC UJL- [ 
t-lx2 -l2« L4 Gzý- 30z + .. 
: Cx2) - Cx x- c iý -i ýc 
Cz. Zý R ýc- i)x + 20 
x3 - 
(x --)Z+ 14 cc -C c -j c+ zo 
+2+U- +x3 . +20 
x2 + ýf ýC2 + 20. 
S1 UC ! ýCcar? ý ý'lcýrE 
_ýG 
Sc-6 ý-t lCM 
-- u-eý_ _t. n _ 
mrm rna . 
Th 
_r 
lc4 ýcorshy bU Ls 
AR! c uhan , x= t, r c 
2+ G= zO Wh ec k he to be Od -Cd 
( max- rý -Cx-- nýc) 
2x +I k2. 
º_ ca, -, E 5eern to get Lh2 cGcrcc - oJ8cbrcu; c oflSwbb( but 




:2. -- -a2 
-------. -- ýs 
hý r"s º'Yle, back to DE Ehe : Sum o 
LCD orb ýs i sd " uct. rea) I LA5 Ct nd 3710 )UPf- 
eve n i, Lmk-bcs -Y{ UA, 4 -rid . 
t er eriF Iý LOW 
ro(m u 
for 
add nur bars I -1 
LAJ tUtfeo cy? bk- ko Sc 
P6 
(mac xx- U), (x-i ýx-ý) -ý 
(mac-2, ßx-Z) , (z-3Aoc-I) +(x-l., ý, JC) 
Dc2 - !-4x2_ uxý 3 a- .. x2 _ x+ t-1 -3- Lk r3 + 02- Lpx 
ßr2- 
C 2C `K-o 
.x+ 
I0. 
ritz +t0w Keye- 1o is L, Q 3u (n af E 3Z ar cJ 12 
so c. ýhot haue Found ouE _3: ý 
f. 
c Cqo cpn-ois fr oytc/ 'tam lea, . Same nu m Ie, Lk-o. 
sýa n (-Lm bu ab nt, c-n bar 
.GfC. 
- -me -scAm oF-o, rý .- oäd 
d LUT na l 1"y ºIf Squa ) ýIus 
-fmo_A) .r oc c) num becs . qt 4ox c1. 
c. oo ru ,1 is 
be)( qua rdp 
_look OL. -cl. L ona 
is 
_wI erb - 
FO( 2tß y 




_ wr6 -for eývr= moue. _acrßss , cýoýc maue 
fit. I Lt and pa Ln LOW ho-VE svrLjacae&u, l, as 
-_rnou _.. ae-ress _ 
b_c 
_ CL A- 
d Lcp _ _on e? 
W ILL 
- 
ihQ. Prro u, L61 - 
be 






12 L4 9ºG 
46. lo r2 
Q... =-y. - ig 
X20 
± 15 112-1 2u 30 
g ," 12 
i 20 Zu` 2832 36 u0 
Stºo1Z, ö 2S 36 35 40 US 
r S. ýLA ýo ý3s ,4Z 4S 5u 60 
2I ZS 3S 142 49 'ß5G 63 -: 70 
g i6-t 2f4j 39,. UoýLt 56 '6L4 11 74 2 90 
q `ýF ig zý `3G 3Lrs ISLi ! 63 -411 01 90 1 
17-4 14 zo 3o`uo Aso Aso !gokko iooi 
3ý2=5 
Sa 6ý3= IßI 
4-10+94-14 =W 






_GLfýSL-t ýS _ 
ý: O 
_I 
'ieSe CýtL / leas . 
ýý^Cý. ISýISCT 
_.. __ . -_-_ _ nut, º_ s_ e _b: num( and _612A ccddc; ý rý . (Qý 
_a_numbýs? 
hG, uý--. fd /Jurný 
ou__sýoYE i cýýýº, _ýs __cxýd. 'rho 
iý ýeý a, ý ; _ý' ,L ýýas- e. u©n,, iý 
t, , cic! nL- Lard n __ e _oýnel eil .1rý, 
1 /d ý'JxtE 
ýi .! nc u-r bar Cý -º- (z-- i} . ,, 'ý_. nurnb6r. 
I uuW 
rIL t rý lý wie 3sa ýebrcu, eý, UJ frkýD 
c, d- 0-sm Lc 1 tr (o rrnu, (. a Lo bzforz--, 
Lc) º-, ýn a-= -, = Q. _Q-I. 
S2 
3 -2 fy +i -P t 
uc _y_-ºý 3ý -Iý -gis -+g ZC4Z3-25cý)ý Iý. 
- 
ýS 
-- ý- fxý -3 
1 28 - lcao I 
ý71? ck !I Carob ýt, n-mpIL rh ý . 
ýu; aftd a6 t6 
mornýný jE is not to o Form Lk i1 1 CUA c tDol-ic f 'Om- 
Can ty re I have 8OL. amuck ! AFEe-c ecc. i 
('or cl, uoý,, cb rq ro thEr U J. 
This YY) cd Y&- a'u 
I ýl cJ ý made an aQrv u- er(-or. IcuW coo (hra 
c cý. ý rý cold aM f tr ý, cw 
I hGwb ýoný ý, c)ýrý . 
have ýo m mü C3 9. cr d q? ' ). 1t cýLl 
oA r U)o resk e_ orrnc, Jo cirri. -sor, Cpl ( u. 
U (2bj-1) cý - G62j-1)-1+B 
ýG2_U -- 
Ir nt thak ase Q. rtýcý 
P8 
X 
when OLJ sbnvt on 5 aid f in ph on 3. 
i cep coat -283 a 'kam mn\o(&d io 
--q K 
`J 
l. ý , 
0-rd º(i_ 
L-I 
, _ý L{2 
ýy2 a2 
ýon`. ýd tcýl ED 
U ýJ 
T 
1Crpx. t-D 67-61 CD-, n pdc Chat- e dc. ctcroA- sEaib 
aý tº 
JýÜi 
ýS h cila or` C with Lne 21Lco 
hcwe &b Sl rm 
`Jo f':. 
-2 LO hm 6. 
bu hcwe bo [ 55 bfCaL - Eh-ts is Ue Ct 13wß Lo 
prc)v sd r\). I wJ llxj d-ra co On c1- 
ýc nd rFh is 6 Czar recd, 
11 + I9+21 42Q4IS+G= Qf_ 
U0 (ked . ý5o u- . per 
l 
G cl c313na,! ' c' the rube 
`3-? + Co ýx_ _c Loos __d_c cý csCs). 
oaf if kh is 
ý ºc c(ca -. t. XV c. coil- 
f7o( U -)Q- rJ 





kAAý, o 1brrn(. & 
h Ewe ctfe mit neciad. 
A H. Ya Is the Qq( tný SECL due ED ßho 
(CL b 
. '2 . U1d 4ýý, Gele 
ocross, t8. cu 80 
ANY! 
2 j3 - ý2 ol-I ttc h& 1 Sot E Lf hzd 
br 
ýtfsö cor ed 2 ýo cc-not ( SClm, do Lýu OCY 
c5( tci n. a. 1s a. N cý Paw d cýhc sd, 
P9 
Q 
rf go u ho-kz, Eo add 1, as fie re 
no d not, l WrAL Pu&se3 ,E. BuE, v) b-e oo'w at cf 
d. e: sßvwAýs , (, oc{st add -- to cx)a L arm' l r6 
WM na d c_. OonaiS Ethro t3i !I W'c Jcn with at; -;,, 
wi Lh 7-3 tý2. V3 -zy(= SJ' ý 
bwr. I cS cth CicLd®d . 
2j3- 2 
2 (223) -ý > CZZý _ 
16=i2=y 
'ý-iis mewr hic ? rn use bro, aid. 
i'Jö Lo LekIk. AOw (i cs Fo(Vn. LCJ0,2 L r, ft ý. r ina Lc h 






i t- Lncc ý---a. nd _ . 
ore up 
c- tý -- 
f- ý; ur>rtý -ý-ý' -ýr6v ýc 
ýr_mu, 1Gý JzUE curh 
iO. 12 ýý 16 - If. 
1-4 r, ZG 
Ci i2 rý.. #2u 2ý 30 
S ýt ý 61 ZU 28 32 3G UO 
0 ii ý' 20 2S 3o 3S UOi f 4S , SG 
12r ? 30 36 14? - SU ^ 
(öG 
ý; tx '21 '. 3S 'LS U2 SG 6ý Uq ýo 
i6 2G 3ý(2 ý{G I G CL 
q ýd 12ý 36 qs i Su _63 
1,9Z ;: L') GO 
Cf. 
2X53)- 9(52 +0 3C1. 
Q43=5 
3+ 6+ ýS =I LI 
LA +9+to +3_e130 






5 4-º-. L -ý-ý's+tw4q-55 
STU c. O m fbrmu, 1Q does wo(lc. I L" ht Ijw fovd 
v 6D ffatýCptvc h O/1Q, poý-YY1(, 1 ED eKo- OýW r 
FAN hý !I L(15e1 i 14 (Q, JPI b%Ln 2o. 
rr> , &o Sure 
(ok ans s /ý411: 
6 q= I/ - IL -2 Cx3) - nc j+ (provLow d c. a9ona1). 
2c 3)- 62x(I 4 
0 *- 1S+20+Z14 19 +- 8=9I. 
ý, iý e wuL 
Yes I h: u k (r a Lo do Lk .I UX5Ad uICI ca/l 
ýnvýq rk- G' e (-e 2 at be 
boa 3. 
?j+ CprTc1l ýý)- 
3U3 
- x. 12 + 
ýfevtous) 
3 (23ý -U CýZ) +I=q3 
(ýJs3)- J(3ZJ ; 
(ý+2 = 6. Rt&+3=W. 19 
S--luCL! iý dcdn& cxx k. I Lo U kicw5 wOfk- 
ýaýrýu a-r rnaý k 2)p rr- ko icy and (AxL1'QJ. 
Býorý I coo b l'(3 I c. oUJ 3usb wn, 
Fo«tL 
Chu ES fE In_Q (()v\ Gýj '310 
LheLý Lo , 1) be c--. 6 Lo 
f Utd ýý I Vlý, ed bD eý 
ßc1- ýO thLn q l. 
mx bý Cý t 9tQf wa ýi' rý WrJ 
Q +(pr 
ß ºý ! ct c. l", Asa tip- s rvi whcch U Xv add 
uf aD number bý lcw c, 4 ýw 6rß SeLQý&. 
P11 
- 
- hen.. cc 
2 
artd bcth - oc-d Uai eve 
2 
1. rß. 




(br mc, Ja, For Lrl- Gau .1AI rlptd ý7 u Oc, L ýe (ýeCGftOV\31 
a. nd Fuiij k- Ac (I um bor. 
3_ 1'S a3 
cc t LI SID 
23u 
rthLc3htp 
5Tu c cc !I coj& S@6 c, At sh ýp 
1/(. vý. U 








)0, lu 1 IZ, u U0. 
P12 
i7 




aha f c. Ai-3h. number, -3 / 
is Ehe 
,am of Cqe d cýc aJ. 15) 
fog be, able ko . redid b-e ptowc, ý 0,1; 
SLAM From COua- 2J9 : ý3 ý. ý + 20-+. 2 t}. 
-1; 5= "-4S 





ý CxXý-ýý3. xy-zý+cx-ýxy-ºý cý. - qx 
+3)2. 2- Cox-ýýx -8J ý2 
ha, u'n 6*0 rr, ajio ed Ec SLtf3 be- f6im (hip. 
01r, 
90 c reýa w,; ß. 0 just W tf eo10 fc 
2"samp S to rr ke Stns I VIcw6 COAVU d C. OYled& 
Ic) 
a, ýZ - x2 4 ýDc -Ig+ IZ 
= 16()- IOO týQ - ýZý1Z . 
40 
. lies 1ý Lw(I&! I tJ (' e.. 1is Q, Of Vie.. rp 
i1Q2c1 Lob Ccm Vey so i wr i. 1 c G! ý1G  
ex , wp lý and :. u uL rý ýc)ki I. 
P13 
ý J, 
(ýý-G) x(3 xý-30X (ý-2) x(-Qy-1)k(ac-ý2 x U) 
sxy - fob -y- ßo. 
- Oma-Soy+3p 
32s - j3Q - (SCU -rap 
` -41S. 
1ý /. ýv I ha, vý tý ýuwl whaE fbrrýýis 
hcwe2 Cf covn mores so 1 ai - (Sfn 2 vo cv 6Src nc c4rt 
ýI- )Ox - 3Cýj f3C5 
ýct_-ý2 - 6cr- -ISj -t 12 . 
S-1UUlI ) CQAE äý, 
Wie. förn Lß. Q I ,r ecrý: ý 
tý 5 1L er Q-13 
LcQrE ckc= 10, cJ, - U. 
Wirrt ýc . ßu6 1, tß ecnkr ýe re; 
") h is J2 mda IWL Sur1a bf 
bul hcwc. /cc" cri a-, 
2 (4x 29 
_-8. 





PYv one. (2 j_1=ß) 
wý woik 
d a, E. M monieyd 1,;, b, 1 
tp oý LilIK L (hü o( irkz qu., s d Lsco ue>rw a- (co /ýV L_ý -i (shy 3 
CA aub _i am c)ajiq mow 
(L/bJ 
1 (Kiký co(VW- -ý eD ttij p-d c( , ü-, 0- 
P14 
i1J 
ýcý ( ýtcc Lýalýd aL 
wý, U (O & (oolc a- ed rý , -ý aM seo ýF ý1 
ýS 13 CorreýGt, ý(Sývý eýLý2ýj'ý O(LlTr S- 
Q ' 5 C, ý 4 S q to 'k It 12 
S G -4: ý q P rr i2 ý3. 
G S _ 
PD 
ºi i2 13 l ich 
S lb 
-q, 
ro il \2 3 t4 V5 
6 a ra rº ,2 ,3 
to 
WctA ! px(. t li bi ls !oa, a rrtt ý /v dpa W3, as 
this ma be, cias-yed os miss oQ row QAS Q CblbmY\- 
CS bar" f+2=3, _--- 
hcc vu. 3 t had a. t'ý- i. äß 
mu. lkc p LLLct 0r Sq u, bud ýýI me c tbcýlý Lto- dc ora s 
faß Win, a dcrý , wi, U ý -ýc C rýtQ& 
ýc, cle_ý 
.- F- q to 
2 `a 6 loZ ulg, Lcleo 
3' , 
gý ý 12 !S I$ 2. i 2U 2ýý3a 
1 Zc, ý 2ý aZ ý6 ýco 
S ro lý- Zo 2S 3o 26), Lt C) -SO 
6 ýZ I$ 2U 3vi36LA 2Uö su60i 
iU 2a 2ý1ý 3SIU2 Uý . 5G 3 ýcý 
t6 ý24 j 32 u6 M8 SS GL 32 90 
q 13 ! Z': ý 
T36 
as 15 ü 6"3 q2 31 qo 
2ya= 4 
)k4 x3 
4%6, cGx ý1 = 5ý6 
5 xg x q)C -- iuý6o 
r 1Q 2SJ . ýO ((G $ß 66 -: j c) $0 Q0 'too 
P15 
!c 
This &- dtiLcutf 6D 31506 a Imvjüf& as' u-e 
Die, ý, c cý c, L hum ýv ihl ýc 
b. m dtv rr L im th c tu ýf' 
L, kDJJ tom tzj1ý 1ýtcj L adr ýc rn ,Ec tl c vo rý c, ýC12 
why -ý 
cc xa L4 
02- m L1 
Lc , hcrt z= 3 
cýC x Car--I x-1, 
(2--2x) k Cx2-2x ,- Iýx Cý -2) 
c c' 4JC96+ ý. x `' +6, xß 
sr ucrý º 1Q¬ ¬r ý1' hGý. vvý x as Cx x-2) 1 mcýhE 
e; F, t 'rrta-! c° a cicýý'. c© c. ý ý ýh E (m c4i as 
º6. s rzb c. ý, tc,, %ý aE (fie rnomýE . 
cx 4 -Z3C3+ 
cche, - Lt. 
x_ -r 
(z 
- /x JC-z k x- 
DCL (C --ä +2)Z 
x2ýxu-3 ý2xz- imf' xZ-fix+2ýc2-$ýcfiu) 
x6 - 3x + z. -xs+ 9x'' -6xß 1 
2x P_ 6x, 3.4X Z 
P16 
IE 
GL6-6xSt /330.4+-izoC3-f L4 3t:? - =Sq6. 
CvE u_,. I rye mG 6o C L- r5mc. ß. 1 t gpCc"cr cß, 
eqy c or s but it Is/ýb mimed c, l fa /YQ 
n'luch _Ia, rn " fd1iz atz)Luid wAAO Ctyid 





ßc`4 -2xß r-cr z2 (ßc2 Zc -- 1) 
occ, G+ 13x`+ -120C-}{-43c. z cc ýx4-6x3-t º3ýc 
2 IZx; }U) 
am ýc, f ýeQ tf 
-2xß, $ Gam"-Ex-ý 4-I _i2x+G 




Aýý ý. ( ýh ýý arýd 2-2 ý 1) ca ýý V6d 
fro/' 
ý ýº ce, ýe v Cý2-ýx-+ ß uý cv halz das 3 Ev 
2 aid ß ýo ao bý gbh (-) ono w cý (x- Z)L LD 
(ý2 -2x-4i> > Cc - I) z 
P17 
1i 
º w) LhaL- /r Lew- PrOl d, bý lam, Pry 1,. OL rf on. ýus t-ml O &-- 35, - or 
ºs rL J ýcsL a cxýc rýCj uxzt Of) Pkviou 
no 
OI a ov1ý/S pß/6 
. mu. 1ELP, cýd bý (cc -C -zý)Z ?( cox e. ý no ýa'tdJ out. 
ýý Cz )2 Cx zZý G. x: 3ý . 
52x 42 x 32X 22 =1u uoo 
GcýOw !1ý wo(-ke'cd 
_1 
QLL5Ö ha., (. B 
coilLcd.. lyQ et eýap . 
C5? , U2x32ýc2k) f SkrLL'Ld ice 
cek - 1o pr fýc. ý dccýona, ý oý' ºmwl-ýc, 
pU ý ýi' 
co 90A-CC) SL y cz. ý ? 
ý2 ý2xSc f2x3zýZ2= 2S ý(Ofýco 
-, ý- x 12- x Is K t6 X 1S k- (Zx-: 7 _ (-(Cl 60D 
0' -/ !r ýý u ýh ( 
ýor rriuý c 'ý ýF c' 
ký c row, 5r Lc & wrc 2 ouE htw eýcti, 
ýu m Cs rnadsL Ond bvzA bAZ5 gym, bo- num bes CaA 
Lx-, rEcwc)t ý 60 COLVe, %e- Su. m OP Q eacovýOt &quo. f 
i\U fl6e--fs . 
5x C4x2) 5c (SK3)k C2c L()x S 
S KýfX2x3K3ý2 
5 
iz ccm a do e of bha Q ca . QS 
c, o Kß5 is placed, 'L £CCdd ado 
lotý wr cn as Sy" OAJ 
wta 
i ULu naý 
to rnc. viýcýp J 




3x Ix?, ýý. = ýx2x =G. ý- LKS c1IrL CLt (li5 t, t%rrý 
c vhe"- '5=j cý 
5xI x 3c-x 3x I. = c0 5 c2? c 
xihSx2X3X3xUß. 1 =-ýks 3Zý2ý1? 2, S20 
c. uh&n 'a-- 9, ýý5 
qpl,, -4x 2-- Sx3 ,3x4 xs x i= G xý x szx uY3 ýx 
2xß 2= It i L-tco 
ýT(ýcCam[ Lh O lS YYlOrS th 4a; A 3 L. o k C UL 
cf bkv- L'ýDcýý) 6-Q- dtjýjo&oj fb-w. Ihk dtý, YAA) 
LF Ls or' tS numb i. bc,. tE örJ Oe 4modc1 x 
ýuýrnb . 
'(her ýr . rýs_ numbs se id as 
2, q, G UDcD 
Ih owe mad. r2- a ktii bo a pv-0b(zm a-at is far 
f (orn (tht3hQd. 
AU stax& ujhat or n, ý., eý5 rnj u oºti how 
ýoýiý m, (co enr E"Q rer. crýct Lý ý2 o 51ý1º'1 
ýýo vn ý, r, ý ; -º E, Ik -tw these LA LCd 
L wer vý 
Scýrý Forºý'1(, t. ýý LVl t, X. Dou 
td LZ"Cwk f br SC '\ 0/ oU 
oC e1.. ß dc oº\, IS on ýke 3rýd . 
lt ºýcwe bo k 
a cýerýeýc(J rc. ý- , as 
iý cýas cc o``ý°`ný 9d whLC L dine 
aý to, tto . 2D wo u. kI ýzcwe u->c)Yk 
for cxU numkilc 
I ctýd V ºna Ae Lt or d1 f? 7ot, e a. U hze 




yrcLrQqa show b tt 9ocrý Fibre, Q c, 5 C,, e vn 
an&, tý 0ý3 ýoüý3 Frain s to q , puh . Lk a3 d, Ev F, Ire Sjmme(- .( ha vý ýýýºýýd ESE d we oºý. ls oo red 1-om EYý2 &2/K¢- nucr y , d°` 
d ey 
ý)rrnwl-c+ dL c Cui I Ffbm cP nuiy 6 
sc cJ Lc t: s Lvbu 4-tcc hccs fxý !Q coinmo, 
cbr, tam. beb4 CUU cLs, cf decd ld Läß- k7aj 
C- Eo (, COAL oý- a Sde&wý of Crý, ý Jc rcr1 ,f 
ýVLc vik Eh 
d cd , 
klýe, Te rr j on jja Förmu o c.. iº -se c cb.. or, - or` 
L1f1c Cf S M MekfL{ 
(eq 
uQýý (, ýith CplLPý! $ lC, 32,3tcw 
rya n ýo eJ 
ýJmove 
a'ýb Mu, l6y l Lfq &e 
d L-63 o, ýs ,i 
*h c býlnýc, ý-t- ldo Lo A, bu bb UctS no 
mit i beýo I Forma 
.I 
ýýS U k&auSý 
-ht fur thtoý a much-. HO(kecr t cl, ýýd (ý-'cnac to 
Forrr UACk fbi o e- 
ýh uý I ss ýk üý omi aüýn ý c. t ,o1L jok 
d 
CrJýr ý, ýýýe c9ýaýhas vý orc, and rýcord? d mý 
ýe sal ýs L f, -\ n cAx. OF. coals -so I t, c-ý Yhcwe G (E2r 
r C6 s r"cý 
ýo I ocvl- z! u (6r £ fornn wlcx .1 
Fbu, k Of 
Md ? brrn ,( bcan vmyn ct cvNd 
chýý i wýEti rýtýlýs, Ith, c, ýk lnY Elter\, 
s qe^, , Loo muck 
Eve cec Arples btA- I. Wan 
to vrc. 1 sure aL Td four . la djnt (Jwt co iit 
for a ýLj 
curgq (Q s. Ia . Lo 
b'L to (ooA For r. ý 
Porrnu, tR br, (& Id &d i± C V0 'j f 
%f. 
Lcttru or\- b bJu; qq u, t ci o a6 cA 
Lke Coo 18oß ducl ah athl -t, 
T K whQ- l KGJ fV LDLJ 3c 04ker- to -w' 
I .dr1 (Y-CLdt am t-sba . 
I&- oje co 11 . el -rr2k 
isLcoC- so ý, ýxu eýui, ý a, 
b1 Eo 1ý uroc rA, o, 




bý bc%Iý 30&-s cr 









l. ý.. ý li ýdLM' ý-/ 
c .; or rot to ust a. dcJLLQv, quarc, as f (out 
nog show ý+ t oºý + dc L. fee( Locth t hod C)LýMLEIA 
. 2rýo c 5k lf rro v`. ö, 
b 0"( "p r0 t l2vh ýO rno ve 
On(=ro Oýk nlscýý .I. 
dOn(. Ll\uvi ßh4 E the 
2x c-d i. VCc. S i Corr eck move LO rY? czJ Q. SS 
noý_ cc -r(C fink m 
FO(flLIO$. 
. , YCLA (\ 'l ýurY L pots cwt ýý 
squared plu6 aLLer ko nbe5rs aic -dd. 1- r sed 
wh bqis Was oxsO LKQ- If Aaj o (Dolt 
(C 
of (c3rLJ, 
IE wild balesc (eo, hex 'c - to pes- b 
-º-Hulk L, b-, Q COrnpklC - eq(On, 
t ý1 cýii CC bvtt- I ct LJ r& car aua mU uývesl ýr D 
t pYth1 Iv1cU. fffýhaEc cc S cif 1.8)L 
Gl rýQ. c, ý (dr ,1 rc, ýS1-tcP (o ego cL 2LLr . e, r 
/luv'- Co, 't c tCu 
w iah wl . ýaý ( wcLS d ou cir 
d ma ýcj c rý of iý 
so_l ccxAd n-, o ve on bo E la . 
I had Ehe c4C oz do b2 P ýJ or Coº'%'te bc4 
EjqC p r6bierr I Wo u-L c ku iv' Eo ee'ck !j pe G( cu of Eo 
avid spend , y--Yne rno re 
6-fr Qe tlr arg, Lt Wa-tJ QISC 
U e- cu, c. ý, ý: sý sei ºý c (fie eJrtý why eý. 
r, ýtoýk n' ea.. ti (, I Eh k -a ? o©d (. C e *e' d iý 
u ou-U bL Ves ac-E (the dý o, na i Gis' e-a. vW-f, - 
&s d2ý squý. c rest f*- A Er (, F- +L rrt, k . 
cJ 
, 
l ror clc(a93rvj 3 to `3 




ux &1d d' nd spei c more Lome on ( Frist - rul 
3fti ncJ- - move On c. ý nl 6rsýZý0e1 i üJö r 
L ýorrncý ý'crsý 
. 
ýo, c, ýhaE dýý ý' d ou± From dcl-n V ýs prob lein 1 
- Line oF sir i rv- j_ &ro l\ B-c q. nil . 
co h Git. 049orL )Z of =y. 3cukiu-r nb 
d cw\o- s op x= y, lfie (orm u (c i-s (fie n L. (n bor sq u arcx 
flus oý) srY O Lt A ýý 
cJº't, CAm'ýl SCýc. L G/ 
oc Gin 
- cx9a c ýa ý oF' j, 
Form 
uJG t arya r1lL rnbed SCEUAVj 




- lam; Zº'ý 0d CQ ýoý ýi 
J 1S 
c- i_(, ( 
ýG3 
-ýG2tý 
-`J J n_ i ýJ 
-cri ýh ' mu. ý CLccýý, ti d aors, whew- y, 
ý1ý ý&fl 
LS JG2x%C'-I)Zx 2)x -x 12 
